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NOTICE 


This  report  has  been  prepared  for  the  Air  Directorate,  National  Guard  Bureau  by 
PRC  Engineering,  Inc.  for  the  purpose  of  analyzing  the  impact  of  construction  and 
operation  of  a  new  Air  National  Guard  Base  at  one  of  three  possible  locations: 
Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu,  CA;  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  CA;  or,  Air  Force  Plant 
/f42,  Palmdale,  CA. 

"It  is  not  an  endorsement  of  any  project.  The  Contractor 
has  no  financial  or  other  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the 
project.  The  views  expressed  herein  are  those  of  the 
Contractor  and  do  not  necessarily  reflect  the  official  views 
of  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  the  United  States  Air  Force 
or  the  Department  of  Defense." 
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DISCIAIMEI  NOTICE 


THIS  DOCUMENT  IS  BEST 
QUALITY  AVAILABLE.  THE  COPY 
FURNISHED  TO  DTIC  CONTAINED 
A  SIGNfflCANT  NUMBER  OF 
PAGES  WHICH  DO  NOT 
REPRODUCE  LEGIBLY. 
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APPENDIX  1 


BIOLOaCAL  SPECIES  LIST 

PLANT  SPECIES  IDENTIFIED  AT 
PALMDALE  AF  PLANT  #42 


KEY 

Importance 


A 

C 

F 

O 

I 


Abundant 

Common 

Fragment 

Occasional 

Infrequent 


Habitat/Association 

.  f 

Y  Yucca  brevifo&a 
A  Atriplex  caaescens 
L  Larrea  trUlentata 
D  Sheep  Dji^urbed 


Status 

♦Non-native  species 
GNETAE 

Ephedraceae  -  Joint  Fir  Family  f* 
Ephedra  nevadensis 

Nevada  Morman  Tea 


DICOTYLEDONES 


m 


Asteraceae  -  Sunflower^^amily-.  ^ 
Acamptopappus  spfe&erofeepl^Iirs 
Goldenhead  ■'•.i  - 


Ambrosia  dufhosa 
Burro  Bysh  ' 


le§,Jai|^ 

SjSifiush 


Hym 


Stephanonrttia  exigua 
Small  Wire  Lettuce 

Tetradymia  stenolepis 

Narrow -scaled  Felt-thorn 

Brassicaceae  -  Mustard  Family 
Brassica  tournefortii 
Sahara  Mustard 

Cactaceae  -  Cactus  Family 
Opuntia  echinocarpa 
Silver  Cholla 


Y  A  L 


D 


C  O  A 


Y  A  L  D 


Chenopodiaceae  -  Saltbush  Family 
Atrjplex  canescens 

Four -winged  Saltbush 

Eurotia  lanata 
Winter  Fat 


O  A 
1  O 


Euphorbiaceae  -  Euphorbia  Family 
Eremocarpus  setioerus 
Dove  Weed 

Stillingia  oancidentata 
Mojave  Stillingia 

Onagraceae  -  Evening  Primrose  Family 
Camissonia  boothii 

Woody  Bottlewasher 

Polemoniaceae  -  Phlox  Family 
Eriastrum  densifolium 
Blue  Mantle 

Polygonaceae  -  Buckwheat  Family 
Eriogonum  olumatella 
Flat-Top 


Eriogonum  mohavense 
Mohave  Buckwheat 

Olanaceae  -  Nightshade  Family 
Lvcium  andersonii 
Desert  Tomato 


Lvcium  cooper i 
Peach  Thorn 


Zygophyllaceae 

Larrea  tridtffttota: 
Creoipite^sh 


anally 


Agavaceae  -  Agive  Family 
Yucca  brevifolia 
3oshua  Tree 


O 

O 


C 


Poaceae  -  Grass  Family 
♦Bromus  rubens 
Red  Brome 

*Bromus  tectorum 
Downy  Brome 


O  F  C 
O  C  C 


I 

I 


Orvzopsis  hvmenoides 
Indian  Ricegrass 

Poa  scabrella 

Pine  Bluegrass 

Schismus  barbatus 

Mediterranean  Grass 


VERTEBRATE  SPECIES  OBSERVED  ON-SITE 
AND  REPORTED  IN  THE  AREA  (a) 


Scientific  Name  (Amphibians  &  Reptiles) 

Dipsosaurus  dorsalis 
Cnemidophorous  tigris 
Callisaurus  draconoides 
Crotaphytus  collaris 
Uma  scoparia 
Crotaphytus  wislizenii 
Gerrhonotus  multicarinatus 
Uta  stansburiana 
Gopherus  agasslzi 
Crotalus  viridis 
Crotalus  cerastes 
Tantilla  planiceps 
Bufo  boreas 
Xantusia  vigilis 

Eremophila  alspestris  (Avifauna) 
Corvus  corax 
Cathartes  aura 
Lanius  iudovicianus 
Falco  sparverius 
Geococcyx  californianus 
Lophortyx  californicus 
Buteo  iamaicensis 
Accipter  cooperii 
HyJocichla  guttata 
Dendroica  auduboni  ^ 

Chamaea  fasciata 
Amphispiza  belli 
Icterus  parisorum  4^ 

Tyto  alba  ^  ■ 

Zenaidura  macjWur'a 
Taxostoma  le^gntei ' 
Gymnorhii^sijiyartpcephala 
Camphyl(ijPii^i^hufl>runneicapillum 
He  spe  r  TOonaf e  sperlina 
Bombycilfiadedrorum 
Stumus  vulgaTjls 
Columbia  livia  " 

Hirundo  rustica 
feuphagus  cyanocephalos 
felanus  leucurus 
Passer  domesticus 
^tui^lla  neglecta 
Minus  polyglottos 


Mi 


Common  Name 
Desert  iguana 

Western  whiptail  (observed) 
Zebra -tailed  lizard 
Collared  lizard 
Fringe -toed  lizard  # 

Long-nose  leopard  lizard 
Southern  alligator  liiftfd 
Side-blotched  liz^  Ibbsenti^} 
Desert  tortoisey^ 

Western  rattle^pke 
Sidewinder 
Black -hea^d  snake 
Common  t(^d 
Desertiifiighf^Afd 

H^ned  fitk  (observed) 

Cbminon  eaven  (observed) 
'Turkey  vulture  (observed) 
Loggerheid  dirike  (observed) 

\  American  kestrel  (observed) 
^oiwiruhner  (observed) 
^lifornia  quail 
"Red -tailed  hawk  (observed) 
--Cooper’s  hawk 
Hermit  thrush 
Audubon  warbler 
Wrentit 
Sage  sparrow 
Scott's  oriole 
Bam  owl  (pellets) 

Mourning  dove  (observed) 
LeConte's  thrasher  (observed) 
Pinyon  jay 

Cactus  wren  (observed) 

Evening  grosbeak 
Cedar  waxwing 
Starling  (observed) 

Rock  dove  (observed) 

Bam  swallow 
Brewer’s  blackbird 
Black  shouldered  kite 
House  sparrow  (observed) 
Western  meadowlark  (observed) 
Mockingbird  (observed) 


Scientific  Name  (Mammals) 


Common  Name 


Dipodomys  deserti 
Neotoma  fuscipes 
Sylvilagus  auduboriii 
Perognathus  ir  .gimembris 
Reithrodo^  jmys  megalotis 
Sylvilagus  bach  man  i 

Perognathus  californicas 
Taxidea  taxus 
Urocyon  cinereoargenteus 
Can  is  latrans 
Felis  domesticus 
Can  is  domesticus 


(a)  Species  not  listed  as  observed  have  been  reported^  Ihe  Antelope  Valley  area 
Ciepartment  of  Transportation  -  Federal  Aviation'^dmlnletration  Draft  EIS  - 
Palmdale  International  Airport  -  January  1971 


Desert  kangaroo  rat 
Dusky-footed  woodrate 
Audubon's  cottontail  (observed) 
Little  pocket  mouse 
Western  harvest  mouse 
Brush  rabbit 

Black-tail  jackrabbit  (observed) 
California  mouse 
Ringtail  badger 
Grey  fox  . 

Coyote  (observed)  \ 

Feral  cat  (observed)  \ 

Feral  dog  (observed)* 
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APPENDIX  n 

CORRESPONDENCE  RECEIVED  DtlEUNG  PREPARATION 
OF  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  DOCUMENTS 

^ctidlli  A 

Comments  Reeei¥ed  in  Response  to 
Notice  of  Intent  Nptice  of  Preparation 


'--I 


GEOSGE  DEUKMEJIAN.  CoxmcK 


kTE  Of  CAIIFORNIA  -  mSiNESS,  TBANSKWUTIQN  AND  HOUSING  AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

« VISION  OF  AERONAUTICS 

10  “N*  STREET 
CRAMENTO,  CA  9S8U 
(916)  322-3090 


September  19,  1984 


OCT  1  toCM 


PRC  -  P  c 


MSgt.  Riley  Black 
Department  of  Air  Force 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
S030  Balboa  Boulevard 
Van  Nuys,  CA  91409 

Dear  Sergeant  Black: 


Department  of  Air  Forcef.5  NO^  for 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  N^tioi^l  Guard 
Van  Nuys,  Base  Relocation  EIf(*EIS,  jSCH  0  84080104 

Upon  review  of  subject  NOP,  ^ecific  ^:omments  are  difficult 
to  provide  at  this  stage  untiX  the  final  location  of  the  Air 
National  Guard  Wing  is  detfitJuii^d.  When  this  decision  is 
made,  consideration  should  he  ^jlven  to  the  issues  of  noise 
and  safety  from  increasea  aiircraft  activities  resulting  from 
the  relocation  of  the  Wing“fe 

Thank  you  for  the  pp^ortun^y  of  reviewing  and  commenting  on 
this  NOP.  J' 

Sincerely, 

JACK  D.  KEM^Rin  Acting  Chief 
Division  ofAwrJnaUtics 


Earl  A.  Ttlii«;ger,  Chief 
Air  TranspoWation 


-J 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  IX 

215  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco,  Ca.  94105 


APRl 


Mr.  Don  Williams 
ANGSL/DEV 

Andrews  AFB«  MD  20331 
Dear.  Mr.  Williams: 

Tlie  Environmental  Protection  Agency  XEPAT^as  reviewed 
the  Notice  of  Intent  for  the  project  tit$d  RCDOCATION  OF  THE 
146  TACTICAL  AIRLIFT  WING  FROM  VAN  NUYS  Al^OltP.  TO  NAS  POINT 
MUGU,  CALIFORNIA.  4  % 

X 

Our  review  is  based  on  the  CoithciJl  ^  Environmental 
Quality  (CEO)  Regulations  (40  CFR  ^arts  lSOO-1508).  We  have 
the  enclosed  comments  to  offer  At  this  time. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed 
project.  Please  send  three^%Opies  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  tCL'this  Office  at  the  same  time  it  is 
officially  filed  with  our  liTa^hiflSton ,  D.C.  office.  We  also 
request  notification  of  any  pttblic  hearings  to  be  held  on 
this  project.  If  you  #ave  any  Questions,  please  contact  me 
at  (415)  974-8188  or.-^S ^4543^180. 


Sincerely  yours, 


.  // 

: /W'  Y  //  - 

Loretta  K^ahn  Barsamian,  Chief 
^Tv^ElS  Review  Section 


Enclosure 


1- 


Water  Quality  Conunents 

For  each  alternative  the  DEIS  should: 


1.  Demonstrate  the  proposed  project's  consistency  with 
Executive  Order  11988  titled  "Floodplain  Management 
dated  May  24,  1977. 


2. 


3. 


6. 


7. 


Completely  describe  current  drainage  patterns  in  the 
project  locale.  ^ 

Assess  how  altering  drainage  patterns  and  chasuqteri sties 
will  affect  drainage  hydrology,  surface  runo£4E#  eirpsion 
potential,  soils,  vegetation,  and  therefoi^'w^er  quality. 

Identify  any  project  impacts  on  riparian  dh^ltream) 
habitats  or  conditions  (such  as  changeg^  in  s^jUtrate, 
direction  of  stream  flow  or  sediment 

Evaluate  the  potential  for  increase4 JtoxHPIty 
stream  due  to  either  discharge  to  the^tri^ms 
from  surrounding  areas.  C 


in 

or 


the 

runoff 


Discuss  the  project's  conformity  wifeU  state  and  local 
water  quality  management  plana  and^^ederal-state  water 
quality  standards. 

A;..'.  ■ 

Identify  appropriate  mitigation- measures  to  protect  water 
quality  both  during  and  alNsar  project  construction. 


404(b)  Permit  Comments. ' 

The  Los  Angeles  Disti^c^'OfFipe  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  should  be^«(^Ofttact*d  to  determine  the  need  for  a 
Section  404  d isctyirge' perm t  for  any  portion  of  the  proposed 
project.  If  a  p^irmlt  fS-required,  EPA  will  review  the  project 
for  compliance  ^th'^fe^eral  Guidelines  for  Specification  of 
Disposal  Site^  '£ot  Dredged  or  Fil 1  Material  (40  CFR  230), 
promulgate d^Apurl|u art^xt o  Section  404(0)  (1)  of  the  Clean  Water 
Act.  Our  JiMluiat ion  would  focus  on  the  maintenance  of  water 
quality  and  protection  of  wetlands,  fishr?ry  and  wildlife 
resources.  Ir^mipplicable ,  the  results  of  further  study  should 
indicate  the  amount  of  dredging  required,  potential  disposal 
sites,  types  of  fill  material  to  be  utilized,  and  quantities  to 
be  discharged  into  waters  and  wetlands  that  fall  under  Section 
404  jurisdiction. 


2- 


Air  Quality  Conunents 


For  each  alternate  location  (Van  Nuys,  Pt.  Mugu  NAS,  Norton 
AFB,  and  Palmdale),  the  DEIS  should: 

1.  Describe  present  air  quality  in  terms  of  all  pollutants 
addressed  by  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quaity  Standards 
(N'AAOS):  carbon  monoxide,  nitrogen  dioxide,  sulfur 
oxides,  ozone,  hydrocarbons,  total  suspended  particulates, 
and  lead.  Ambient  levels  should  be  compared  with  the 
NAAOS,  and  the  number  of  violations  in  recent%pears 
indicated.  It  should  be  noted  in  the  DEISjthat  each 
location  is  in  an  area  designated  as  a  Nqnattaiitment  Area 
for  one  or  more  of  the  pollutants  1  isted '‘"above . 


Describe  the  aircraft  operations  that  at^  expected  to 
occur  in  the  foreseeable  future.  des’&fiiption  should 

include  the  number  and  type(s)  of  algpcraft  lis  well  as  the 
expected  frequency  of  each  kind  pf  o^ri^ion. 


Describe  the  air  pollutant  emissions  twt  will  result 
from  aircraft  operations.  Pl-%ase  refer  to  EPA  publication 
AP-42:  Compilation  of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors. 

Describe  the  impact  of  th^e  aircraft  emissions  upon 
ambient  air  quality  in -terms  of  all  pollutants  listed 
above.  Resulting  ambi-ent  Air  quality  levels  should  be 
compared  with  the  NAAQS ,  end  .the  number  of  expected 
violations  specified. '% 


^  D  aUBDTVTStON  WEPOBT 
Q  rmOD  HMAKD  ICIDWT 
5/  Q  UMD  USE  REIORr 


m«  M9.  2-1S.311  2-15.313  1.21 
Mtwiaw  ot  M  ^  ■/ 


'  WiV'qr  TMnnitfKUtfr  Mt< _ 


». _z^ - - 

C*-  &/ 

1.  «>(■  WM  !•  niuMi  Urn  af  Ho  rioo*  OBMtvl  Matrlct  ««  n*  mhm  tM  >«liatctk». 

___  i.  t>m  riom  Cottral  M«rlct  kM  m  w^lumf  far  tMa  kMIvlalan/'afaHaMtm. 

_  1.  i«Mi¥laiWiU«  (■  rwMi.ly  fra*  flf  flor^  (Miara  titm  aajer  rf>a»ala  aid  aliMS.  tut  aqr  ba  ■iijwr 

M  local  fleed  kaaacd.  Mar  to  tia  naart  aC  Ika  Cltf/teaaf  »glnaar  c— am  lag  lacal  Mlnaga. 

_  4.  bnrtiom  of  Uia  a>Mlalai«n/aiu  lylai  la  and  adJaeaM  to  I  I  ataag  Mllaldaa,  I  I  oatuaat  awaaioutaaa. 

'  “  i  I  ■  aaa  aiAjaet  to  flood  hatard  Miliaiaa  of 

(  I  ttdal/aam  actis>.  I  l.omrlloa.  (  I  araaian.  (  I  Mdfloi.  aad/or  M^ltioi  at  daOrla.  Mfw  ba  Ma 
ngen  of  tla  Clty/Coiaity  Mlnaar  oaaoanilag  lacal  dcaliia^  lagalfta. 

ijt-  ».  »la  gralact  olll  aot  al^iltleMly  affaet  eta  aarltaaaaa  •  far  aa  tta  Matrlct'a  laadtaata  iMa  Mapraad. 

_  4.  rlaea  a  aata  of  flood  taaard  m  tta  flaal  aag/gcM  «<  aalaar  aad  apali  oaglaaarligi'fWaBaiwactpi  Mgi||Bat 


T.  frior  CO  coeofaation  of  tta  flaal  oog/graat  af  talmr.  adagiita  aao<taarita  doaoogotetloaaaai  ta  tataittad 
aktaiag  ttat  talldlag  altaa  aro  aaatlaala  aad  aao  faao  of  flood  tap  id.  S. 

«.  oroalp  a  Patatac  opcagt  plot  00  aggaaml  at  tta  taoiMiao  aag.  aafftgtaot  lafeaaottgi;taat  ha  atdaltcad 
to  tta  Macrict  afaplag  tta  aataac  P  tta  Paia^  poblm  pp  gngoaad  talgilPi.  . . 

g.  froaip  lagro  am. to  to  altalMta  tta  flood  taaard.  kgroota Pa  aay  laatWa  I  I  Mpg  P**ta  aad^ 
Ptawola,  (  I  daPia  meidl  fpllltlaa.  I  I  aoMplar  aesaaa  to  atiwetpooiirliil 

10.  oadicata  fm  titla/m  aaaoaaP/lPura  aaopsot  to  tta  Matrlct/CeiaHy  of  l.k.ABHt  «•  __________ 

grartdiag  apgaata  rl^  at  ipt  *p  ■  Hip:  - 

11.  PtaJ  m  tta  flaal  aag  tta  flood  taietol  Watrlrt‘a  ripit  of  «ag  tar . 

a  paratx  »ill  ba  rapilfdd  tar  aag  omatructloa  aftactiag  tkggtofricr^h  rt|ta  d*  "ay  p  fpilliiaa. 

II.  taP^al  Id  tta  _ 

la  cacpnmird  aufijact  la  conditioaa  apod  tamia  p  gpaai pi :lta  igfpinaa  aap: 

II.  Ita  rartaiUtlp  P  tMa  mg  allt  ap  lawdaopiaMy  fhOorfaiO  ditfl Ota  froa  aad  ooplara  oaarcip  at  tta 
00  roaat  talil  ly  tta  Motrlct.  -.r,,. 


MMa  tta  caaaaa  aiatad  tarala  p  1 
>15.  «d  apaiiviaioK^lta  la  la  tarn 


la  aaaatlafactory. 


fiigg  ea  Ota  iritati'talioml  flood  laaaranp  lata  aiga. 


Ooranents: 


/  -i 


TnforMtion  rtlativ*  to  thg  atoita  eeatagnts  agy  te  oM*in«d  by  contactingi 


eogif-ririQ  Indodtightor 

Appcodtal  by  P.  -  Oit#  of  *.port 

Ogvgicptant  Nagulation  SPCtion 
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mi  111  I/p 


ICE  OF  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH 


INTH  >T*ftT 
MCNTO.  CA  «5au 


July  30,  1984 


Reviewing  Agencies 


FROM: 


John  B,  Ohanian 
Chief  Deputy  Director 

Department  of  Air  Force's  NOP  for  ^ 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  National  Guard,  Van 
EIR-EIS,  SCH  #84080104  4 


Base  Relocation 


Attached  for  your  comments  is  the  Department  of  FOTSe  s  Notice  of  Preparation 
of  a  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  forT^;h  Htetical  Airlift  Wing,  Air 
National  Guard,  Van  Nuys,  Base  Relocation  EIR^|S,  ,  - 


Responsible  agencies  must  transmit  theirlbfldims  and  comments  on  the 
scope  and  content  of  the  EIR,  focusing  specfWc  information  related 
to  their  own  statutory  responsibility,  fO  days  of  receipt  of  this 

notice.  We  encourage  commenting  a^cies  to  respond  to  this  notice  and 
express  their  concerns  early  in  tte  Unvirpijnental  review  process. 

Please  direct  your  comments  to: 


MSGT  Riley  Black  ^ 
Department  of  Air  Fg^e  ^ 
146th  Tactical  AirHftJfing 
Van  Nuys,  CA  914p>!^f  '  J 


11030  Balboa  Blvd. 


with  3  copy  to  tlw  tlffilil^f  Planning  and  Research.  Please  refer  to  the 
SCH  number  noteCahOffe  inall  correspondence  concerning  this  project. 

If  you  have  any  qa^l^ions  about  the  review  process,  call  Chris  Goggin 
at  916/445-0613. 


Attachments 

cc:  MSGT  Riley  Black 


DimuBCTiGN  usrr  nn  sea  « 


8  -  Scot  by  tiMd  Agcocy 

Asm  Censhty 
Air  Re«»urc**  Board 
A  )  1102  Q  Street  »» 

•-X  Socraaeoto,  CA  96S14 
916/*322-6161 

Barbara  Clerboe 
Dept,  of  Boatlog  fc  fateroays 
}  1629  S  Strwt 
^  Sacraauto.  CA  96B14 
916/323-9488 

Cary  Bolloeay 

7\  California  Coaatal  Con. 

)v  )  631  Hoaard  Street,  4tb  Floor 
^  Sao  Fraoclaco,  CA  94109 
41S/543-aS5S 

Sberl  UcFarlaad 

DCallforala  Eoergy  Cosalaaloe 
U16  Ntotb  Street.  Ita.  200 
Saermoto.  CA  96814 
916/324-3222 

.  Spyrldoo  Slderle 

n\  Caltrmoa  -  Oleleloo  of  Aemnautlee 
M  1120  N  Strwt 
^  Sacnaeoto,  CA  96814 
916/322-9966 

^  Mary  Kelly 

Caltraas  -  Plaaalag 
)  1120  M  Street 
Sacraaeeto,  CA  96814 
916/323-7222 

Denals  O'Brraat 
"TS  Dept,  of  Cooaervatloo 
V  1  1416  Niotb  Street,  Ron  1364 
Sacraoeoto,  CA  96814 
916/322-6373 

o  Ole.  of  Iffttwi  aad  Gcolosy 

O  Die.  al  Oll  aaSIter 

Cj  Lcijl  fteeoureee  Fratect.  Uolt 

Robers^Hbamtt,,::. 

Oepaii  Of  IJiBft  aad  iCifie 
)  14^  .N  tots  Stmt 
^  SacfaBMto,  CA  ^'^196814 

!:  Bar^  Kra^e. 

Oeftl.  of  Food  aad  Afrlculture 
1.4^  !(  Street 

iiMSaaeoto.  CA  96814 
916/322-1992 


Q 


K  -  Seat  by  Claarlacbouae 
Bill  Murpby 

'  Dept,  of  Itouslac  It  Ccmaklty  Dee't. 
I  921  -  lOtb  Street,  Sta  Floor 
Sacraaeeto.  CA  9U14 
916/323-6170 

Loretta  Allea 

Hatle*  Aaericaa  Herltafe  Cob. 

I  915  Capitol  Mall.  Bn  288 
Sacraaeoto,  CA  95814 
916/322-7791 

Sick  del  Cloppo 

Office  of  Biatorle  PreeerratloB 
I  1060  20ta  Street 
Sacraaeoto,  CA  WB14 
916/446-9006 

Jaaee  M.  Dayle 

Dept.  oi#arfc»  aad  Bbihettloa 
P.O.  Mi  2390: 

Saenieato,  tt  M911 
B16/33«<4M21 

^pirte.Ber^liMe.  Sectloo 
Milblle  OAilltlas  Cciwaltaloo 
33d  McAllinier  Stmt 
Saa  fteaclaeo,  CA  94102 
416/W7-3398 

lotert 

fbMle  Borke  Board 
1026  F  Street.  4U>  Floor 
Sacraaeoto,  CA  96614 
916/446-6332 

Mel  Sebeartz 
ftccliBatlOD  Board 
1416  .Niatb  Street 
Sacraaeoto,  CA  95814 
916/446-2458 


9IW 

O" 


Robert  BaiOa 

3.P.  Bay  Cowerratlce  A  U-e't.  Ccob. 
30  Vaa  Neea  Aenue,  Rood  2011 
Sao  Fraaciaea,  CA  94102 
415/557-3686 


PcfCy  Jecalcs 

Solid  taate  Maca«ser;t  3oa.-S 
1020  NlDtb  Street,  Rood  300 
Sacraaeoto.  Cl  S5814 
916/322-9543 

Tod  Fukuablaa 
State  Laada  Cranasisa 
1307  -  I3t0  Street 
Sacraaeoto.  CA  95814 
916/322-7813 


Deaa  Uieke 

Dept,  of  Foreetry 

1416  .Mlotb  Street.  M.  1306-17 

Sacraaeeto,  CA  9H14 

916/322-2996 


Kea  Felloeo 

Dept,  of  Hter  Reoourcce 
1416  Slotb  Street 
Sacraaeato.  CA  968X4 
916/445-7416 


Jaaee  Rarzme 

Dept,  of  Ceeeral  Sereleee 

1 125  Teeth  Street 

Sacraaeeto.  CA  66614 

916/324-0209 


Rareey  Cblliaa 
Dept,  of  Realtb 
714  F  Street,  Rooa  430 
Sacrameeto,  CA  96814 
916/322-2308 


flab  and  Ct 


looil  Offtc 


o 


Doo  CoMtock 

OepkTtBMt  of  Itmo^nrtotloo 
Dltrlct  1 

1656  aaioB  Straet 
Curtta,  a  96501 
707/442-6761 

lllcb«llo  Callagbor 
DeportBoat  of  Traoaiiortatloo 
District  2 

1657  aisersldo  Drtso 
■addlac,  CA  96001 
916/246-6404 

Brlsa  J.  tatth 

DspsrtBoot  of  Trsa^ortatioo 

Plstnet  3 

703  B  8Cmt 

MirTsvlllo.  CA  96901 

916/674-A377 

Mum  HsUodry 

Dcpartaaot  of  Timaaportatloo 


V  Dcpartaaot 
I  J  Dltrlct  4 
P.O.  Bos 


Bos  1366,  UBOOB  Ab 
Su  PrmaeiBQO,  CA  94119 
415/557-1997 


Jorry  laimar 

DcpsrtBsot  at  Traasportmtioa 

Dlstrlt  S 

50  Blgueim  Stiaat 

8ui  uila  Oblipo,  CA  99401 

906/549-3114 


Os 


Mert  PvUor 

OspartBeflt  of  Ttsnapartstlaa.  . 
District  6  • 

rzrnssnssie 

rrasao.  a  98778  “  ^  : 

908/488-4088 


Vbyns  BsllsatlBO  r- 
Dcfsu'teBt  of  Tnasporfcotloa 
Dltrlct  7  =  %. 

120  Sprint  Stml*  X 

Los  Aofsics.  jft  mat 
ai3/630-6335^^^^i:ii'  A 

_  ,  ’la  - 

llobert  IW6s""flia  %®a?- 
Depu-QMit  of^nunportstlos 
Dlstrlet  9  %.  ■ 

a47.jot%ini  str^ 

Sa6^:^9B>f!tsrdltaOr' CA  93403 

Dn  i  f  iililll  of  TrsB^nrtstiOQ 
01stric||9 

500  SoutO  MUa  Strst 
Blsbop,  CA  94514 
714/873-6411 


Os 


Jobs  Caillsao 

DeimnaMt  of  Ttsaspartstloa 
District  10 
P.O.  2St8 
ftocktoo,  CA  96301 


o 


Jla  'liTThlnr 

Dopsrwfit  of  Tnssportstloa 
Dltrlct  11 
ygSif  jusoTtrsot 
6sa  Dlsfo.  CA  99138 
714/237-6755 


i.  lUylor,  Rafloasl  Muacer 
Depsilant  of  Plsb  sad  Gsas 
637  CTprsao 
Bsddlai.  a  96001 
916/346-6374 


P.  JsBSSB,  laclaBsl  Msascs 
DspsTtBsst  et  Plsb  sad  Cm 
1701  RitMS  Road.  Bolts  A 
8ai>r.ho  Cbrdcss,  CA  96670 
916/356-0693 


o 


B.  Bustsr,  Bstlnpl  MuBfar 
Dspsrtoaot  o6  Ptik  aad  Gass 
Touatrllls  Paelltly,  Bldg.  C 
Touamils.  a  91899 
T07/944-4466 


0.  llabdAi.  RatfkiMl  Hsaagar 
Ospartlliat  dH  Pish  aad  Gaai 
1334  EaSViRss  Asasua 

hwhb.  a  tnas 


Frad  ■orthlsy  Jr. .  I 
/OaparBuut  of  Plsb  aad 
JilB.'Btit  Brcadmy 
IMB  iaaeb.  a  90903 
913/590-6113 


Rolf  B.  Mai: 

Muias  Rcaoureas  RagloB 
I  )  345  tat  Broadsay 

Loot  Beacb.  a  90802 
113/580-6155 


Btsts  Water  Rasoureas  CBotrol  Board 


08tst 
Din 
P.O. 


Joaa  Joraacleb 

Btsts  Water  Reaouresa  Oootxol  Board 
Dinsloo  of  Wbtsr  Quality 
P.O.  Boa  100, 

Sacraarato,  CA  95801 
916/322-3413 


Jerry  Jobas 

State  Water  neaciurcaa  Oootrol  Board 
Delta  Oalt 

3125  19tb  St.,  Sacn»Dto,  CA  95818 
P.O.  Boa  100.  Sacraaeato,  CA  95801 

A1  Taog 

State  water  Resources  Oootrol  Board 

OlTletoe  of  water  llgbts 

901  P  Street 

Saciaaeato,  CA  96814 

916/334-5710 

Bsfloaal  water  Qiaaity  Cbatrol  Board 
Beglos  City 


ilATc  Of  CA'.l>0»NIA-  J.USIN'SS  ANO  TRANSPORIAHON  ACfNCf 

EPARYMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

piSIRiCf  6.  RO  BOX  J3f 
|AN  *5»NAt>WNO,  CAllfORNIA  9240V 

ju’ly  31,  19n-i 


GEORGE  DtUKVEJiAN.  Co 


NOP-1i46th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing  Relocation 
08-SBd-30-31.63 


Ms 


V.’e  u’'ge  early  a: 
affect  state  hi 


c^yinuoui  liaison  vrith  Caltrans  on  proposed  plans  as  they 


If  you  have  an^-“4i5^stions,  please 
Very  truly  yours, 


contact  Richard  A.  Tennis  at  (7iU)  3B3-4165. 


MSGT  Riley  B1 ack 
Public  Affairs  Office 
'i-'lffth  Tracti cal  Airlift  King 
8030  Balboa  Boulevard 
Van  ♦’uys,  CA  91^09 

Dear  MSGT  Black: 

Tills  is  in  response  to  the  tJotice  of  Preparation  of  a  Dh^  Env^romiental 
Inpact  Report  for  the  V<6th  Tactical  Airlift  VJing  ^iocst'itsq*  Vte  vrould 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  can-nent  o^^hes|iropbsed  DEIR  in  ordei' 
to  evaluate  possible  impacts  to  the  transportay.on  ^gatiCrr, "particularly  adopter; 
State  Route  30  freeway  alignment  east  of  IfortoSH^rfowe  Base  and  on  Interstate 
Route  10  which  provides  primary  access  to  Korton  aitf  Tippecanoe  Avenue. 

«C  •" 

Consideration  should  be  given  to  the  cunid[»tiv*  effects  that  the  relocation 
will  have  on  the  transportation  system  .ilrom  a  "snarat  case”  viewpoint. 

Discussion  of  th-:-  impacts  to  the  transportation  system  should  include  traffic 
growth,  traffic  safety,  drainage,  apd  those  «Ssociated  with  the  construction, 
maintenance,  end  operation  of  any  ^ticipated  highway  improvements.  Mitigation 
for  traffic  impacts  should  consider  t?»e  use  of  car pooling /van pooling,  public 
transit,  and  accommodations  for  both^ed^itrians  and  bicycles.  Mitigation  may 
involve  designation  of  a  rideshare  coordinator  to  encourage  utilization  of 
car/van  pcols  and  public  transportation.  Costs  related  to  any  transportation 
improvements,  potential  for  funding ,'*‘Bnd  sources  of  funds  should  be  discussed. 

/- 

rnnuld  any  work  be  required  'With;^  state  highv;ay  right  of  way,  Caltrans  would 
be  a  responsible  agency  and.msy^equire  that  certain  mitigation  measures  be 
provided  as  a  conditSon’ipf  issuance. 


R.  C.  POTF 

Cnief,  Transportation  Planning 
Branch  A  (PlaT.ning) 


ITAIE  Of  CAIIFORNU— BUSINESS  AND  TBANSKMTATION  AGENCY 


CEOGE  DEUKMEJIAN.  Cowm' 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

MSTRICT  7.  R.O.  BOX  2304.  lOS  ANCEIES  fOOSI 

(213)  620-5335 


August  2,  1984 


Msgt  Riley  Blacic 
Public  Affairs  Office 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Van  Nuys,  CA  91409 


Notice  of  Prji^axatl^ 
Oepartment^f  Air  Force 


Dear  Msgt  Black:  %  ^ 

We  have  received  the  Notice  of  Prepai^tior^jfor  the  146th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing's  Base  Relocation  EIR/EI&^  Al.this  time  we  cannot 
determine  if  CALTRANS  will  be  a  rcj^ponsible^'agency  for  this  pro¬ 
ject.  Any  encroachments  on  to  CALlPIlANSTight-of-way  for  signing, 
signalization,  ramp/ interchange  imprcMfements ,  etc,,  will  require  a 
permit  from  this  agency.  The  '|i'ropo»ed''^nvironmental  document  should 
review  and  evaluate  the  base  relocation's  impacts  upon  the  operation 
of  State  transportation  fac^llties/M^nd  the  measures  needed  to  miti¬ 
gate  them.  ■ 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity 
macion  contact  Kreig  liar  son  at' 


Very  truly  yours, 


to  comment.  For  additional  infor- 
(213)  620-2819. 


W.  B.  BAL^TtlifE,  Chief 
Environme^al  Planning  Branch 


»UBLIC  WORKS  AGENCY 

33untyofvEntura 


Dirtctor 
Anhur  E.  Goulet 


Deputy  Directors 

Ron  Bra^lll 
Rul  Property  Services 
Al  F.  Knuth 
Trento  on*i  ion 
T.  M.  Morgan 
Engineenrtg  Sorvices 
G.  J.  Nowak 
Flood  Control/Weter  Resources 


anager  —  Administrative  Services 
lul  W.  Ruffin 


August  2,  1984 


MSgt.  Riley  Black 
Public  Affairs  Office 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
8030  Balboa  Boulevard 
Van  NuySf  CA  91409 


Subject:  VAN  NUYS  BASE  RELOCATION  EIR/EIS 


Gentlemen: 


By  letter  dated  July  23,  1984  you  reguAiFted^^i'f ormation  relating 
to  the  potential  relocation  of  the  J/an  Nuys  base  to  one  of  three 
potential  sites,  one  of  which  is  loeatef}  iA;Ventura  County  for 
purposes  relating  to  an  EIR/EIS.  "Xlur -aBomments  are  as  follows. 

f  -  % 

1.  The  commment  submitted  below  jrepr events  the  interests  of  only 
the  Ventura  County  Flood.ir^ont°col  J>istrict. 

2.  Mugu  Drain,  a  channel  i^der.the  jurisdiction  of  the  Flood 
Control  District,  passes  %|irough  the  property  in  a  north- 
south  direction.  ^  prese^ly  consider  adjacent  land  as 
subject  to  flood  kal^d.  # 


Information  indi^afeing^he  flood  plain  of  this  channel  and 
any  impacts  re^ltlng/lfrom  this  activity  should  be  contained 
in  the  EIR/^8^  "ll||t^gating  measures  should  be  developed  for 
any  adversjf  iminicts. 


Consideratic 
offsite  ii^ 

If  you  have 
office. 


ihCAytd  be  given  to  not  only  onsite  impacts,  but  also 
^  to^djacent  land. 

y  questions  on  the  above,  feel  free  to  contact  this 


Very  truly  yours, 

G.  J.  Nowak,  Deputy  Director  of  Public  Works 
Flood  Control  and  Water  Resources  Department 


W.  G.  Naydon,  Senior  Engineer 


WGH/tb 

cc:  Rich  Guske 


800  South  Victoria  Avenue.  Ventura.  CA  93009 


;TATt  Ot  CAlirOHNIA-^AlTH  AND  WflFAK  AGCNCV 


6 


EPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  SERVICES 

3ISI  KKKCirr  WAV 
HkKflEV.  CA  *4704 

1415/540-2665 


OCOkaC  DCUKMCJIAN.  Gtttmor 


August  6,  1984 


MSCT  Riley  Black 
Public  Affairs  Office 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
8030  Balboa  Boulevard 
Van  Nuys,  California  91409 

SUBJECT:  Notice  of  Preparation  for  146th  Tacti^lQ  A^rlift'lTing, 
Air  National  Guard,  Van  Nuys,  Base  R4|ocation  £IR/EIS 


The  Department  has  reviewed  the  subject  enviroiu^tal 
the  following  comments. 


ibcament  and  offers 


Enclosed  for  your  information  is  a  document '^j|eparflS;  by  the  Noise  Control 
Program  entitled,  "Guidelines  for  Noise  §tudy  Nipor!^  •>•"*  idiich  indicates 
the  type  of  information  the  Department  cbDisideTa  Jwportant  in  EIRs. 


Specifically,  the  EIR  should  estimate  the  of  residences  likely  to  be 

affected  by  noise  from  the  addition  bf  ?4  operations  daily  (37  departures 
and  arrivals)  at  each  of  the  th^«e  relocation  sites.  Single  event  noise 
levels  for  the  operations  at  tjirpical  residential  sites  should  be  estimated. 
The  improvement,  if  any,  at  Vaftlhiys^  shtmld  be  described  as  well. 


If  you  have  any  questions^r  need  fbrther  information  concerning  these  com¬ 
ments,  please  contact  Dr.  f^ome  Ii^kas  of  the  Noise  Control  Program,  Office 
of  Local  £nvironmental|^altihP^||c(i^rams,  at  2151  Berkeley  Kay,  Room  No.  613, 
Berkeley,  Cal  if  ornia^47Qi(^,  4w540-2665. 

Stuart  E.  Richardson,  Jr.,  R.S.,  Chief 
Office  of  Local  Environmental  Health  Programs 


_  irome  S.  Lukas,  Ph.D. 
Senior  Psychoacoustician 
NOISE  CONTROL  PROGRAM 


Enclosure 

cc:  Environmental  Health  Division 


State  Clearinghouse 


Guidelines  for  Noise  Study  ReMrts  as  Part  of  Environmental 

Impact  Keports 

California  Office  of  Noise  Control 

Gtlifornia  Department  of  Health  Services 
3151  Berkeley  Way 
Berkeley,  California  94704 


May  1982 


Because  complaints  about  environmental  noise  am  so  frl^^nt,  the  Office  of  Noise  Control 
recommends  that  every  project  with  a  potential  ffli^creallng  environmental  noise  levels  or 
which  may  be  affected  by  existing  or  future  tmst  souioes  sUbuId  have  a  Noise  Study  Report. 
This  report  assesses  how  noise  levels  associatld  with  the  pioject  may  affect  people.  The  infor¬ 
mation  contained  in  the  Noise  Study  Re^t  shiaiJd  be  summarized  in  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  or  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  (Utd  kept  on  file  by  the  lead  agency  for 
review  by  those  with  a  specific  interest  in  licdser 

The  attached  is  designed  to  help  tjidse  who  prepare  Noise  Study  Reports  and  Environmental 
Impact  Reports  and  reviewers  o^nvirorrme^  Impact  Reports.  Because  there  are  so  many 
different  combinations  of  noise  so^es  md  receivers  (people  impacted  by  those  sources),  it  is 
virtually  impossible  to  develop  guidefint|n  that  cover  all  situations.  Nevertheless,  the  guidelines 
should  help  to  bring  some,i»nsistency  Jb  the  way  noise  information  is  presented  in  environ¬ 
mental  documents.  ^ 


Suggested  Contents  of  a 
Noise  Study  Report 


I. 

u. 


m. 


IV. 


A  brief  description  of  the  project  in  terms  of  hs  effect  on  the  noise  environment  and  a 
description  of  the  existing  noise  cnviroiunent  and  its  impact  upon  the  j^oject  (homes  near 
a  freeway,  for  example). 


B. 


C. 


Two  scale  maps  —  one  showing  the  existing  setting  and  the  proposed  project  with  adjacent 
land  uses,  receptors,  and  noise  sources  identified,  and  the  second  map  showing  the  future 
condition  (use  a  time  span  of  no  less  than  10  years,  unless  the  pioject’s  life  span  is  less) 
with  the  proposed  project  and  proposed  land  uses,  receptors,  and  nbise  sources  identified. 
A  detailed  survey  of  the  existing  noise  environment.  ^ 

A.  The  noise  survey  should  encompass  the  proposed^ojed  j^a  and  must  include  any 
noise  sensitive  receptors,  both  near  and  far.  The  a^vey  should  establish  the  exist¬ 
ing  ambient  noise  level  which  may  then  be  ||^ed  to  ^wgluate  compliance  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  with  applicable  noise  sundard^^  IRhe  standards  should  be  local  (city, 
county)  but  in  their  absence  state  or  federanf^ndiinls  may  be  used  The  rationale 
for  the  selection  of  noise  survey  sites  s^ld  b^icluded  in  the  report. 

The  survey  should  cover  the  time  periods  whcd  the  noise  environment  may  be 
affected  by  the  proposed  project.  \ 

The  survey  should  encompass  erwiugh  tfeiys  to  be  representative  of  the  existing  ’nor- 
mal’  noise  environment.  DMMCUSsion  of  ihe  similarity  or  dissimilarity  of  the  noise 
environment  during  the  sur*^  l#riod;  W^  that  during  other  times  of  the  year 
should  be  included.  , 

D.  For  the  time  periods  mea$uredv, the  reported  noise  data  should  include  the  Let^  Lt, 
Lick  Lso,  L90,  and  idenlifloattOfliDr  typical  noise  levels  emitted  by  existing  sources.  If 
day  and  night  measuremOQls  are  made,  report  the  L^n  also.  L^n  is  approximately 
equal  to  CNEL-V  either  de«i1pior  may  be  used.  It  is  imperative  that  the  descriptor 
conform  (0  that  Cned  in  the  appropriate  standard. 

E.  Summarise  (he  jiresedt  environment  by  providing  a  noise  contour  map  showing  lines 
of  equaHhoiseiievelJli^^  dB  steps,  extending  down  to  L^n  ~  60.  In  quiet  areas  lower 
contour*  shqoifd  be  fhown  also. 

F.  Idehtifyl^  jibcse  measurement  equipment  used  in  the  survey  by  manufacturer, 
tPhe*  aAOdate^^f  last  calibration. 

A  jdlsGdptioq|iQf  the  future  noise  environment  for  each  project  alternative.  The  scope  of 
m  anaj^is  and  the  metrics  used  will  depend  on  the  type  of  project,  but  as  a  minimum 
tnq following  information  must  be  provided: 

A.  ^’Noj^scussion  of  the  type  of  noise  sources  and  their  proximity  to  potentially  impacted 
areis. 


B.  Operations/activity  data; 

1.  Average  daily  level  of  activity  (traffic  volume,  flights  per  day.  hours  on  per 
day,  etc.). 

2.  Distribution  of  activity  over  day  and  nighttime  periods,  days  of  the  week,  and 
seasonal  variations. 

3.  Composition  of  noise  sources  (%  trucks,  aircraft  fleet  mix,  machinery  type, 
etc.). 


ONC  5/82 


Summarization  of  Noise  Study  Reports  in  Environmental 
Impact  Reports  or  Statements 


Information  included  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  or  Statement  should  be  a  summary 
of  the  noise  study.  The  following  information  must  be  included;  ^ 

A.  Maps  showing  the  existing  setting  and  the  proposed  project  adjacent  land  uses 
and  noise  sources  identified.  Pertinent  distances  should  ba^acaod. 

B.  A  description  of  the  existing  noise  environment. 

C.  The  change  in  the  noise  environment  for  each  {vojeiElalterjiltive. 

D.  A  discussion  of  the  impacts  for  the  alternatives. 

E.  A  discussion  of  the  compatibility  of  the  project^Ut  the  applicable  Noise  Element  of 
the  General  Plan  or  the  most  applicable  noise  laia  or  pr^pances. 

F.  A  discussion  of  mitigation  measures,  ctea^f  idendlftng  the  locations  and  number  of 
people  affected  when  mitigation  is  not  feasifskt 

G.  Statements  of:  (1)  where  to  obtains  cojpy  ^  Noise  Study  Report  from  which 
the  information  was  taken  (or  the  Noise  itudy  Report  may  be  included  as  an  appen¬ 
dix,  and  (2)  the  name  of  the  cotiisultafti  who  conducted  the  Noise  Study  If  it  was  not 
conducted  by  the  author  of  the  Bevironmeiitat  Impact  Report. 


ONC  S/82 


August  6,  1984 


•  OEPAHTMENT  OF 
WECIOMAL  PLANNIMC 

320  W*ctt  Ttfnpir  Street 
Lot  Anctlei 
Catilornie  90012 

974-6401 

No'man  Murdoch 
Funning  Oiteetor 


Master  Sergeant  Riley  Black 

Assistant  Public  Affairs  Officer  . 

146ch  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Air  National  Guard 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Los  AngeleSy  CA  91404  ^ 

Dear  Sergeant  Black:  ^ 

"  t-  - 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  ef.#ty  inp^  into  the 
preparation  of  the  EIR/EIS  for  the  relocaj^on  JSif  your  opera¬ 
tions  from  the  Van  Nuys  Airport.  One  of  tlhn  threlB  sites  under 
consideration — Air  Force  Plant  #42  —  i  s^i  t  h  rffci^t.he  Jurisdiction 
of  the  County  of  Los  Angeles.  Ve  are  I'y  preparing  an 

Areawide  General  Plan  for  the  Antelope  ^lf%y  and  are  certainly 
interested  in  any  proposed  project^teithl^  the  area — especially 

one  as  significant  as  yours.  \ 

■  ■ 

Based  upon  the  description  of  pou^inpr opposed  relocation,  as 
contained,  in  the  July  28,  19:84  lAtbyir  from  The  Planning  Group, 
there  are  two  areas  of  concei^li  thAt  vt  suggest  be  discussed  in 
the  environmental  document^u*.  and  noise.  The  increase 

in  local  vehicular  t  ra f  f  14^  teiy  Siecvss i  ta t  e  improvements  in 
streets,  highways  and  ti^ff-lc  'f.l.,ipw  controls.  Additional  air 
traffic  may  not  only  chan^.f  nay(se  patterns  on  its  own,  but  may 
also  require  a  change  in  a  f%j.,„t"ta  f  f  i  c /no  1  se  patterns  of  existing 
Plant  42  oper  a  t  i  on  s  .  %3 1  is  A|(nT;>  o  r  t  a  n  t  that  ’’build  out"  projec¬ 
tions  be  consider^4  ill-^^he#*  impact  assessments.  The  report 
should  discuss  pjotentia'l^^'urrounding  land  uses,  including  the 
Palmdale  Interni&iolia  1  AJrport. 


We  will  be  gjad  ^o^i^view  your  draft  document  —  thanks  again 
for  the  opp4’lrt  u|^ty  to  comment. 


Very  tr 


DEPARTMETtf  “DF  REGIONAL  PLANNING 
Norman  MurlS&h*  Planning  Director 

Lee  Stark,  Section  Head 
Impact  Analysis  Section 


LS : fflhb 


c  c  : 


Eugene  Grigsby,  The  Planning  Croup 
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I  July  1983.  They  result  in  t  limitation  of 
the*  scope  of  the  rule  from  the  proposed 
version  published  earlier. 

1.  The  rule  now  specifies  that  if  there 

I  is  a  project  proposed  to  be  placed  on 
farmland  with  federal  assistance  to  a 
landowner  or  other  nonfederal  party,  the 
federal  agency  may  not  refuse  to  grant 

■  such  assistance  to  the  project  based  on 
the  Act  or  the  rule.  Section  1547(a]  of  the 
Act  states  that  the  Act  “does  not 
authorize  the  Federal  Government  in 

■  any  way  to  regulate  the  use  of  private  or 
nonfederal  land."  Nor  does  the  Act 
provide  authority  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  withhold  assistance  to  a 

I  project  solely  because  it  would  convert 
farmland  to  nonagricultural  uses. 

2.  The  rule  now  specifies  that  if  there 
is  "prime  farmland”  that  a  state  or  local 

■  government  has  designated,  through 
zoning  or  planning,  for  commercial, 
industrial  or  residential  use  that  is  not 
intended  at  the  same  time  to  protect 
farmland,  this  land  will  not  be  covered 

I  by  the  Act  since  it  will  be  deemed  to  be 
"committed  to  urban  development"  and 
thus  outside  the  Act's  definition  of 
“prime  farmland"  subject  to  the  Act 

13.  The  rule  makes  It  clear  that 

activities  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
issue  permits  or  licenses  on  private  or 
nonfederal  lands  or  approve  public 

I  utility  rates  are  not  "federal  programs" 
within  the  definition  provided  in  the 
Act.  and  thus  neither  the  Act  nor  the 
rule  will  apply  to  these  acavities  of 

■  federal  agencies. 

The  foilowang  are  other  important 
changes  to  the  proposed  rule.  They  deal 
svith  technical  features  of  the  rule  itself. 

II.  The  number  of  land  evaluation 
criteria  has  been  reduced  from  hve  to 
one.  and  the  number  of  site  assessment 
criteria  has  been  reduced  from  16  to  12.  ' 

■  Site  assessment  criteria  numbers  5 
(special  siting  requirements]  and  8  . 
(aitemativas  having  less  relative  value  ' 
for  agrimiitural  production)  in  tl^  f 
proposed  rule  have  been  shifted  hsm 

I  the  criteria  to  the  guidelines  JO  avaTaete 
alternative  sites.  Crlterioatitttnbir  7 
(compatibility  with  comnichensiya 
development  plans)  nowl^f  been 

■  incorporated  in  criterion  nu.%lifr  4  of  the 
rule. 

2.  The  site  assessment  criteria  have 
been  rewritten  with  additional  guidance. 

■  consistent  with  the  comments  and 
findings  in  field  tests  on  27  sites  in 
seven  counties,  to  clarify  their  meaning 
and  to  make  them  more  specific. 

13.  To  respond  to  criticism  by  many 
commenters  that  all  site  assessment 
criteria  did  not  deserve  equal  weight, 
the  rule  now  assigns  different  weights  to 

■  the  various  criteria.  Agencies  are  still 
free  to  change  the  weighting  for  their 
own  use  but  a  rulemaking  procedure  in 


consultation  with  the  Department  is  directions,  including  the  statement  that 
recommended.  the  Department  "will  encourage  federal 

4.  To  assist  agencies  in  knowing  agencies  to  protect  farmland  from 

which  project  sites  call  for  exploration  unnecessary  and  irreversible  conversion 

of  alternatives,  a  point  score  of  160  has  to  nonagricultural  uses."  The  Act  does 

been  established  in  the  rule  as  the  not  assign  the  Department  such  a  role 

threshold  for  considering  additional  toward  other  federal  agencies, 
alternative  actions,  sites,  or  designs.  i,  . ,  .....  .  « 

5.  Agencies  wiU  be  provided  with  a  General  Issues  Raised  by  the  Comments 

Farmland  Camion  Impact  Rating  Ccn  Farwlond Protection  Policy  Act 

Form  ( A^1006)  on  wbch  they  wll  Analysis  Be  Perfonned  as  Part  of  the 

request  determinations  from  the  Soil  fJEP\  Process? 

Conservation  Service  (SCS)  of  whether 

proposed  sites  are  subject  to  the  AcL  Responses  from  the  U.S.  Department 

Upon  request.  SCS  will  furnish  a  score  of  Transportation.  Commerce  and 
for  a  site's  relative  value  as  farmland.  Energy,  the  Washington  Legal 
The  agencies  will  then  compute  for  Foundatib^  National  Association  of 

themselves  the  site  assessment  criteria  Home  Builiters.  eight  state  hig.hway  or 
scores.  traq(|i§|rtabOn  agencies  and  others 

6.  The  rule  now  encourages  a  aamtalned  Utat  existing  National 

procedure  to  make  farmland  protection  Jp^^nmentSl^licy  Act  (NEP.^) 
evaluations  part  of  an  agency's  review  ^proceihmes  are  adequate  for  considering 
under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  stltbe  effects  of  federal  actions  on 


Act  (NEPA). 

7.  In  the  case  of  linear  of  corridor^Qtpe 

projects,  such  as  utilities,  highwaysraztd 
railroads,  the  criteria  and  guidelines  ter 
using  them  have  been  modified  to  be  "v 
more  appropriate.  \ 

8.  A  number  of  deilniticuts  have%een  ' 
added  in  J  638.2  of  the  nde.  These 
include  dehnitions  fon  'Tand  already  In 
or  committed  to  urban  development  or 
water  storage."  "cdostnicrion  or 
improvement  projects  beyondvlbe 
planning  stagSi"  "private  programs  to 
protect  farmtand"'  "site.*'  "unit  of  local 

f  ovemmeiil,''"ii^  ’‘sta^iir  local 
fiovenimehipipgtvta^i, 
farmland."  Tba  deruiUion  of  "federal 
prcgram”  has  been  expanded  to  explain 
whit  the  defmitjMpn  'ioes  not  include  as 
jH'ovldiidio  sentbn  1540(c)(4)  of  the  Act. 
^  9.  bis  been  modified  to 

i :  require  that  $CS  complete  the  land 
tvaluatign  within  45  calendar  days  after 
'  -'ujmeeivutg  a  request  for  assistance  on  a 
'  J^USldahd  Conversion  Impact  Rating 
'  Form  (AD-i 006). 

>40.  In  recognition  that  some  state  end 
local  gove.niments  have  been  adopting 
V  land  evaluation  and  site  assessment ' 

'  (LE5A)  systems,  the  guidelines  for  using 
the  cnteria  recommend  more  strongly 
than  in  the  proposed  rule  that  where 
these  systems  exist  locally,  federal 
agencies  use  them  to  make  their 
evaluations.  In  locations  where  there  is 
no  LESA  syste-m  in  place,  agencies 
would  always  use  the  criteria  in  this 
rule. 

11.  The  prohibitions  contained  in  the 
Act  against  using  the  Act  for  federal 
regulation  of  land  uses  or  as  a  basis  for 
legal  action  have  both  been 
incorporated  in  {  658.3  of  the  rule. 

12.  The  technical  assistance  section. 

1 656.6.  has  been  shortened  to  delete 
two  unnecessary  subsections  end 


Ibpsland  of  that  farmland  protection 
sh^d  be  integrated  into  the  indiridual 

..■(blendes'  procedures  for  meeting  NEP.^ 

Jbbviftnmental  or  oLSer  study 
requirements,  dius  eliminating  any  need 
for  additional  rules. 

^  Prior  to  the  enacmient  of  the  Act.  U^e 
Council  on  £.nvironmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  was  already  requiring  federsl 
•gendes  to  assess  the  dircn  and 
indirect  effects  of  their  proposed  actions 
on  prime  and  u.cicue  ag.*:cujtursl  lands. 
This  requirement  was  I'ssued  in  a 
memorandum  dated  Au^cst  11, 1960. 
from  the  CEQ  Chairman  to  Heads  of 
Agendes. 

The  memorandus  dtes  11  subsections 
of  the  Regulations  for  Implementing  the 
Procedure  Pn%'isions  of  the  .National 
Environmental  Policy  Act.  40  CFR  Part 
1500  et  seq>  where  the  regulations  apply 
to  prime  and  unique  agricultural  lands. 
The  CEQ  memorandum  states  that  when 
an  agency  begins  planning  any  action,  it 
should,  in  the  development  of 
alternative  actions,  assess  whether  the 
alternatives  will  affect  prime  or  unique 
agricultural  lands  and  identifies  these 
luds  as  those  denned  in  7  CFR  657.5. 
The  .NEPA  regulations  leave  to  Lhe 
individual  agencies  the  determination  of 
procedures  to  be  used  in  assessing  these 
effects.  Agendes  are  pennitted  in  40 
CFR  1500.4(p)  to  establish  program 
exclusions  ^at  categorically  remove 
cenain  projects  or  actions  from 
consideration  under  NEPA  (categorical 
exdusions). 

The  FPPA.  which  was  enacted  on 
December  22. 1981,  requires  CSDA  to 
develop,  in  cooperation  with  other 
federal  agencies,  criteria  for  identifying 
the  effects  of  federal  programs  on  the 
conversion  of  farmland  to 
aonagricultural  uses.  These  criteria 
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uld  be  appropriate  for  use  by 
individual  agencies  in  carrying  out  their 

Bponsibilities  under  the  SEPA 
uJations.  and  agencies  are 
louraged  to  apply  these  criteria  as 
part  of  the  NZPA  process.  However. 

SA  imposes  a  separate  responsibility 
he  agencies  which  may  not  always 
lischarged  through  compliance  with 
the  N£P.‘\  regulations,  since  the 
auncies'  regulations  may 
eBude  certain  categories  of  projects 
fiBn  NEPA  which  may  not  be 
excludable  under  the  ^PA.  Guidance 
fq^compliance  has  been^dded  to 
iBd.4  of  the  rule. 

z9oes  the  P.u/e  Have  Far-Reaching 
Economic  or  EnvironmentaJ  Impact? 

Iie  Irvine  Company,  the  Department 
ransportadon.  the  National 
Cattle.men's  Association,  and  one 
private  individual  stated  that  the  rule 
wBld  have  far>reaching  economic 
uBcts  on  the  economy  of  a  state  or 
would  result  in  a  coat  increase  of  SlOO 
million  or  more  annually  to  consu.mera, 
inA'idual  industries,  federal  state  or 


low  government  agencies,  or 
geographic  regions.  Therefore,  they 
I  maintained,  it  should  have  had  a 
reWatory  impact  analysis  pursuant  to 
E.'Bjtive  Order  12291.  Similarly,  the 
NAral  Resources  Defense  Council 
Consumers  Union  and  others  stated  that 
thaule  must  be  subjea  to  an 
enBonmental  impact  analysis  under 
prB.sions  of  NEPA  regulations  because 
it  is  ’*a  major  federal  action  signiScantly 
ai^tlng  the  quality  of  die  human  . 
enBonment.” 

nie  Department's  position  remains 
that  the  rule  does  not  constitute  a  major 
actan.  The  rule  was  e.xtremely  narrow 
ia  iBeh'ect  in  the  form  in  which  it  was 
premised  on  July  12. 1983.  The  rule 
published  here  is  ever  narrower  in 
sccM.  It  can  affect  only  the  j 

de  Aonmaking  process  of  federal 
agAies  when  their  own  projects  or 
those  they  assist  would  convert 
fan^nd  to  nonagricultural  use^/^  . 
FurBrmore.  in  those  cases  whale  it  stjll 
■ppBs.  the  rule,  like  the  Act  A.jn>iy 
Iprocedural.  It  does  not  mandate  iJiy 
pro^t  be  changed.  It  merely  requires 
pgeBes  to  examine  impacts  on 
■anBttd  and  consider  alternatives, 
peither  the  Act  nor  the  rule  would  bar 
k  from  proceeding  with  its 

proBt  or  assisting  if  it  decides,  after 
pacing  the  impact  on  farmland,  that 
Bther  factors  outweigh  the  protection  of 
ftgri^ltural  land.  Nor  does  the  Act  or 
PieBe  affect  decisions  of  individuals. 
BnAstales.  local  governments  or  other 
Mtiues  on  projects  converting  farmland 
If  no  federal  assistance  is  involved. 


3.  Would  on  Agency's  Decision  to  Reject 
a  Proposed  Site  for  a  Project  Based  on 
FPPA  (Jj  Interfere  With  Property  Rights 
of  Site  Owners  or  (2j  Regulate  the  Use 
of  Private  Nonfedeioi  Land? 

The  National  Association  of  Realtors 
and  the  National  Association  of  Home 
Builders  suggested  that  if  an  agency 
made  an  examination  under  the  Act  of 
the  consequences  of  converting 
farmland  at  a  particular  site  and  then 
decided,  as  a  result,  to  refuse  to  grant 
assistance  to  a  project  planned  for  that 
site,  the  decision  would  infringe  on  that 
landowner's  property  rights  and  thus 
violate  section  1547(a]  of  the  Act  which 
guarantees  that  the  Act  will  not  affect 
private  property  rights. 

The  landowner  in  such  a  situation 
does  not  have  “property  rights'*  effected. 
Except  where  Congress  has  established 
a  right  by  entitlement  to  participate  in  a 
federal  program  and  receive  such 
benefits,  and  individual's  access  to 
assistance  under  federal  programs  is 
subject  to  conditions  and  restrictions  4 
imposed  by  other  federal  statutes.  Thus.  ’ 
the  landowner  does  not  have  a  property 
right  either  to  have  his  property  chogen 
by  the  Federal  Government  as  the  siteiof 
a  project  or  to  obtain  federal  agiistance 
for  a  project 

However,  the  Departmenihas 
concluded  that  while  deaial  of  project 
>  assistance  on  farmland  l^s  not  alfect  a 
property  right  such  denial  4oea 
constitute  an  interii^ince  t^lh  ihi,iiise 
of  private  or  nonfederal  laocLThe  i^l 
'  text  of  section  states: 

This  subtitle  doel  t|pt  dd%en:e  the 
Federal  Government  io  any  way  to 
regulate  ||||b  use  of  priyali  or  nonfederal 
land,  ojc  id'liiy  way  effiKt  the  property 
tights#  owdiilij^ofii^h  lan±" 
Fun^drmoic.  thlll|ydt  contains  no 
aaponi^Wr  a^gency  to  deny 
^|siftii[ihce  to|pix)ject  solely  because  it 
^aKQuldesKtvdli  farmland  to 
ntAsgzicuhjttrai  uses. 

^  f^Ber  may  desire  to  sell  farmland 
Opreage  to  a  developer  for  construction 
'^liew  homes,  or  to  a  unit  of  local 
I  gdVttmment  for  construction  of  a  sewer 
plant,  either  to  occur  with  federal 
t  assistance.  If  federal  assistance  is 
denied  to  a  developer  or  to  the  unit  of 
«  local  government,  the  sale  of  land 
anticipated  by  the  farmer  will  probably 
not  take  place:  the  farmer  will  view  the 
loss  of  the  land  sale  as  being  a 
consequence  of  the  Act's  operaticiu 
Similarly,  if  an  owner  purc.hases 
farmland,  retains  it  for  years  in 
expectation  of  eventually  developing  the 
land  and  Lhen  cannot  obtain  federal 
assistance  for  development  when  such 
assistance  clearly  would  have  been 
available  but  for  the  .Acl  the  result 


would  be  an  interference  with  the 
intended  use  of  this  land  by  operation  of 
the  Act. 

In  response  to  several  comments 
recommending  incorporation  into  the 
rule  of  a  restatement  of  section  154r(a). 
this  rule  now  contains  a  new  |  65a.3fc). 
In  an  attempt  to  clanfy  the  limits  of 
agency  action  under  the  Act.  the  rule 
adds  to  that  restatement  a  provision  that 
once  a  federal  agency  has  identified  and 
taken  into  account  any  adverse  effects 
on  farmland  of  the  assistance  requested 
and  has  developed  alternative  actions, 
and  the  landowner  or  nonfederal  agency 
that  has  initiated  the  project  has 
considered  tbo#  effects  and 
alternatives,  tha  agency  may  not  deny 
assistance  to  t^  project  on  the  basis  of 
the  Act  irf:#ia  rBle  if  the  landowner  or 
nonfedcMi  ageney:iWishes  to  proceed 
withjlfiie  jiliEt^ect  on  lirmland. 

4.  Bi^otteibility  Does  the  .  \ct 
C/ve''lp:ihe  Deportment  to  Oversee 
-^iQ;mpijW^  \yith  the  Act  by  oil 
rAgei^es  of  the  Federal  Covemmeni? 

comments,  the  American 
r|ttmland  Trust  stated  that  the 
Ol||rt.T.ent  has  a  rcle  of  ''pr.ma.*y’ 
res^nsibility"  in  Implementing  the  Act 
.  fnd  that  the  rule  should  specify 
procedures  by  which  the  Department 
will  assume  that  role.  Comments  f.'c.m  10 
state  departments  of  agneuiture.  six 
local  gove.mment  agencies,  the 
Association  of  Public  justice,  the 
National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation, 
as  well  as  other  organizations  and  three 
private  individuals  e.xpressed  similur 
thoughts.  The  comments  specifically 
cited  the  lack  of:  Any  requirement  that 
federahagencies  document  their 
consideration  of  the  effects  of  farmland 
conversions:  any  monitoring  or 
enforcement  mechanisms:  and  the  lack 
of  procedures  for  the  Department's 
oversight  of  federal  agencies' 
compliance  activities.  Also,  some 
asserted  that  the  Secretary  is  required  to 
repo.-t  anually  to  the  Congress  under 
section  1546  of  the  .Act  and  mat  the  rule 
should  require  other  federal  agencies  to 
report  da\a  needed  to  the  Department. 
However,  other  respondents,  including 
the  .American  Farm  Buresu  Federation. 
Indicated  that  the  role  for  the 
Department  identified  in  the  proposed 
rule  is  consistent  with  and  supportive  of 
efforts  to  protect  farmland  and  that  any 
further  role  would  expand  upon  the 
authorities  of  the  Act 

While  one  of  Congress's  findings, 
stated  in  die  Act  in  section  1S40(«)(6).  i.s 
that  the  Department  is  the  agency 
‘primarily  responsible  for  the 
iinpiementation  of  federal  policy  wiUi 
respect  to  United  States  farmiand."  the 
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Act  grants  no  express  authority  to  the 
Secretary  or  the  Department  to  devise 
enforcement  or  oversight  procedures 
over  other  federal  agencies.  Nor  does  it 
assign  the  Department  a  role  of 
encouraging  other  federal  agencies  to 
protect  farmland.  The  Act  is  workable 
without  giving  any  further  role  to  the 
Department  to  oversee  compliance  with 
the  Act  by  all  the^agencies  of  the 
Federal  Government.  Each  agency  is  to 
be  responsible  for  its  own  adherence  to 
the  mandate  of  the  Act  and  each  agency 
could  then  be  monitored  as  to  its 
compliance  with  the  Act  by  an 
appropriate  request  for  such  information 
by  Congress,  by  another  interested 
federal  agency,  or  by  members  of  the 
public.  The  Act  does  not  assign  the 
Department  the  role  of  enforcement 
Section  1546  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Secretary  to  report  to  the  Congress  only 
one  time.  That  requirement  harbeen 
met 

5.  Do  Criteria  in  the  Rule  Properly 
Assess  Effects  of  Federal  Programs  on 
Conversion  of  Farmland? 

Responses  from  the  Rhode  Island 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
California  Department  of  Transportation 
stated  that  the  rule  does  not  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  FPPA  for  the 
development  of  criteria  to  identify  die 
elf  acts  of  federal  "programs"  on  the 
conversion  of  farmland.  Rather,  the  rule 
addresses  the  worthiness  of  farmland 
for  protection  on  a  project>by>pro)ect 
basis. 

The  reference  to  federal  "programs" 
in  section  1541  has  been  interpreted  in 
light  of  the  deiuiition  contained  in 
section  1540(c](4],  which  states  that  a 
federal  program  means  "activities  or 
Rsponsibilities"  of  a  department  or  % 
agency.  Therefore,  the  Department  Jms 
focused  on  the  program  activities^  \ 
actions  of  federal  agencies  as 
appropriate  way  to  assess  any  idferse 
effects  of  federal  program;.;«n  farmland. 
Section  1542  requires  eapjhfede.^t 
agency,  with  the  assists^e  of  the 
Department,  to  review  cufiejnt 
provisions  of  law.  administradifie  rules 
and  regulations,  and  policies  aiiS- 
procedures  and  to  propose  actions  to 
bring  its  programs,  authorities  and 
administrative  activities  into 
compliance  with  the  purpose  and  policy 
of  the  FPPA.  It  is  under  this  Section  of 
the  Act  that  the  Department  expects  to 
be  involved  with  the  agencies  in 
considering  their  program  priorities  or 
assessing  ^e  effects  of  thetr  program 
niles  and  regulations  on  farmland 
protection. 


6.  Has  the  Public  Seen  Suitably 
Informed  About  the  Rule? 

In  their  comments,  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  .■Agriculture  and  the 
American  Farmland  Trust  suggested 
that  public  heanngs  on  the  rule  be  held 
before  its  publication. 

This  rule  has  been  through  an 
e.'ctensive  public  review  and  comment ' 
process.  It  is  the  Department's 
determination  that  such  hearings  would 
unduly  delay  promulgation  of  the  rule 
and  that  the  final  rule  accommodates 
the  public  comments  to  the  extent 
possible. 

The  Colorado  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  American  Farmland 
Trust  requested  that  the  Department 
prepare  and  distribute  a  detailed 
handbook  or  manual  on  complying  with 
the  FPP.^  rule.  The  Natural  Resource 
Defense  Ccuncii.  the  National  Farmers  ^ 
Union  and  others  suggested  that  the  Soif[ 
Conservation  Service  National 
Agiicultiu-al  Land  Evaluation  and 
Assessment  (LESA)  System  Handlinok 
be  cited  as  a  reference  in  the  final 

The  Department  believes  t^t  the  r«ia 
itself,  including  this  preambil.-^ll 
resolve  many  of  the  concerns  gfvsc^  rise  i 
to  these  suggestions.  If  if  pppsaip 
necessary  after  the  rtnal  ntb  has  been  fn 
effect  for  l  year,  the  thkpaxtmcat  will 
consider  providing  the  rettucsted 
handbook  or  maniail.  IDie  5G$ 

Handbook  fouthe  LSSA  ^tem  is  now 
available  focwn  SCS  offices. 

Commeoni  on  )  |$6.1  . 

Commentstfganliflg  {  658.1  were 
received  from  Iht  iDepartmem  of 
Tfli|isportation,,fdar  state  agencies,  and 
ivlngligama|iibns.  The  major  concern 
xpresSfjd:  wu  that  the  rule  and  the  Act. 
by  ftquii^  federal  agencies  to  ensure 
tlMt  theifvprograms  are  compatible,  to 
llbe  extifet  practicable,  with  "private 
^flograms  and  policies  to  protect 
farinland,"  would  invite  the  obstruction 
•4^ federal  projects  by  any  small  group  of 
citizens  styling  themselves  as  such  a 
"private  program."  These  responses 
requested  clarification  of  what  is  meant 
by  "private  programs.”  Other 
respondents  requested  clarification  of 
what  is  meant  by  state  and  local 
government  programs  and  policies  to 
protect  farmland. 

As  a  result  of  these  comments,  the 
Department  has  now  defined  "private 
program”  in  S  65a.2(e)  of  the  rule  and 
"state  and  local  government  programs 
and  policies"  in  f  658.22(d]  of  the  rule. 

Comments  00  i  658.2 

1.  Several  parties  commenting, 
including  three  state  agencies,  the 
California  Chamber  of  Commerce. 


California  Building  Industry 
Association.  California  .Association  of 
Realtors,  and  the  Wisconsin  Land 
Conservation  Association  proposed 
different  definitions  of  "farmland"  from 
that  in  the  proposed  rule. 

Section  1540(c){l)  of  the  Act  already 
contains  a  statutory  deRmtion  of 
“farmland"  for  purposes  of  the  Act  and 
thus  it  must  be  followed  in  the  rule. 

2.  The  reference  to  7  CFR  63r.3  has 
been  deleted  from  the  definition  of 
"farmland"  because  its  inclusion  would 
imply  automatic  concurrence  by.the 
Secretary  of  Agr.culture  in  any 
determination  made  pursuant  to  that 
section  ^  a  state  or  local  government 
identifyil^  farmland  of  statewide  or 
loc^irapilfiance.  The  Act  in  section 
154i[e}t3)(C].  calls  for  the  .Secretary  to 

J tike  his  ouffidetermination.  on  a  case- 
^  y-c6se  basisi'bf  whether  the  fannland 
detcfinincd  by  the  state  or  local 
'^ovemmenl  to  be  "of  statewide  or  local 
nqy^tance"  should  be  considered 
farfhtind  for  purposes  of  the  .Act. 

S..THe  Act  in  defining  "farmland"  in 
"'section  3S40(c)ll).  states  that  “land 
already  in  or  committed  to  urban 
development  or  water  storage "  is  not 
’  "prime  farmland"  for  purposes  of  the 
Act  This  means  that  an  agency  need  not 
consider  the  impact  of  a  project  on 
prime  farmland  which  is  either  "already 
in"  urban  development  or  "committed  to 
urban  development” 

The  Department  will  treat  prime 
farmland  as  "already  in"  urban 
development  if  the  site  meets  a  demsity 
standard  of  at  least  30  structures  per  40 
acres.  Thih  is  the  standard  that  SCS  has 
used  in  delineating  “urban  and  built-up 
areas"  on  its  County  Base  .Maps  which 
are  kept  in  SCS  field  offices  and 
updated  every  five  years  as  part  of  the 
National  Resource  inventory  (NIUJ. 

In  addition,  comments  received  from 
the  California  Cattlemen's  Association, 
the  California  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
the  California  Association  of  Realtors 
and  other  groups  advocated  that  "lands 
already  in.  committed,  planned  or  zoned 
for  other  than  an  agricultural  use  by  the 
state  or  any  unit  of  local  government" 
be  exempt  from  the  Act.  The 
Department  has  concluded  that  if  a  state 
or  local  government  has.  by  planning  or 
zoning,  designated  the  use  of  any  tract 
of  prime  farmland  for  commercial  or 
industrial  use  or  residential  use  that  is 
not  intended  at  the  same  time  to  protect 
faimland.  this  action  has  thereby 
"cbmmitttd”  such  land  to  "urban 
developmenL”  even  though  it  may  not 
currently  be  in  urban  uses.  Thus,  as  this 
would  be  prime  farmland  "committed  to 
urban  development."  a  project  on  prime 
farmland  that  is  so  designated  by  local 
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tate  planning  or  zoning  would  not 
■re  a  federal  agency's  examination 
i  project's  impact  on  farmland. 
mi  use  planning  and  zoning  are 
ogatives  of  state  and  local 
ipment  not  the  Federal 
Imment.  Section  1547(a)  of  the  Act 
B  that  the  Federal  Government  may . 
use  the  Act  “in'any  way  to  regulate 
ue  of  private  or  nonfederal  land,  or 
V  way  affect  the  property  rights  of 
^  of  such  land." 
a  federal  agency  were  required  by 

Ict  to  assess  the  impacts  of  a 
it  on  prune  fanniand  not  yet  in 
I  development  but  already 
gnated  by  the  state  or  local 
•mment  for  urban  development 

Ijh  planning  or  zoning,  the  only 
se  of  the  requirement  would  be  for 
gency  to  weigh  alternative  sites 
would  lessen  the  impact  of  the 

Kt  on  farmland.  If  the  agency, 
on  its  assessment  pursuant  to  the 
lould  then  decide  to  refrain  from 
ding  its  project  on  the  proposed  site. 
■Id  be  declining  itself  to  use  the 
Ked  site  for  urban  development 
Plocal  or  state  planning  or  zoning 
already  declared  urban  uses  to  be 

Eable  on  the  site.  This  would  be  an 
on  by  the  Federal  Government  in 
iction  of  land  use  planning  of 
e  and  local  governments. 

I  this  reason,  the  rule  now  spedHes, 
>d-Z(a}.  that  prime  farmland 
:>tted  to  urban  development."  that 
md  excluded  from  the  .^ct's 
^ge.  Indudes  all  such  land  zoned 
Kntly  planned  for  a  nor.agricultural 
B  a  state  or  unit  of  local 
•rnment 

§!  existence  of  a  land  use  plan 
.  however,  automatically  be  a 
r  assigning  land  for  purposes  of 
and  this  rule  to  the  status 
cribed  by  such  a  plan.  A  large 

R'  of  units  of  local  government 
nd  use  plans  adopted  many  j:. 
go  for  one  or  another  purpose  -C 
;h  have  not  been  reviewed  or 

tl  in  a  comprehensive  way  smk* 
n.  Consequently,  for  landm  be  1 
d  the  status  provided  forfi  in  a  ^ 
use  plan,  the  plan  must  (1)  hav« 

f  tended  to  be  a  comprehensive ' 
e  plan  for  hha  area  in  questioa 
have  been  expressly  adopted  or 
swed  in  its  entirety  within  the  10 

Iriod  preceding  proposed 

entation  of  the  particular  federal 

Comments  of  the  Edison  Electric 

K!  suggested  the  rule  state  that  the 
s  not  apply  to  federal 
ling  "  and  "licensing"  activities 
agreements  necessary  for  use  or 
■ggney  of  federal  lands,  or  to 
Bal  service  ratemaking. 


Section  1540(c)(4)  of  the  Act  defines 
federal  programs  subject  to  the  Act  as 
those  that  undertake,  finance  or  assist 
construction  or  improvement  projects  or 
those  that  acquire,  manage  or  dispose  of 
federal  land  or  facilities.  The 
Department  has  concluded  that  those 
carefully  selected  words  were  intended 
to  exclude  from  the  deHnition  of 
"federal  program."  the  grant  of  a  permit 
or  license.  The  Department  also  has 
concluded  that  this  definition  does  not 
extend  to  federal  regulatory  agencies' 
actions  in  setting  rates  for  utility  service. 

Gimmeats  on  $  6SU 

Several  comments  relating  to  §  658.3 
were  received.  Most  of  them  requested 
Lhat  the  rule  provide  exclusions  or 
exemptions  for  specific  kinds  of  projects 
or  program  actions.  Some  requested  that 
definitions  of  some  terms  be  included  in 
the  rule.  Summaries  of  the  comments 
and  the  Department  response  follow. 

L  Comments  from  three  federal  j 

agencies,  nine  state  agencies,  and  six  ^ 
organizations,  objected  to  the  June  22. 

1962  date  at  which  time  agencies  shotitd 
begin  complying  with  the  FPPA.  One 
comment  asserted  that  the  date  of 
compliance  should  be  the  date  cT  the 
final  rule.  Other  comments  asttrted  ilKat 
agencies  should  not  be  required  to 
comply  with  the  provisioita  of  Uie  ruie  ' 
for  projects  that  were  underiitkeil  prior, 
to  its  issuance.  /'  % 

The  Act  in  section  fSiB.  states  that 
the  provisions  of  ^  Abt  should  become 
effective  6  months  aiSlsr  its  idite  of 
enactment,  l.e..  June  21.' $982.  However, 
that  was  np4vthe  actual  ddtt  when 
agencies  wevt  in  a  posjdon  to  consider 
the  inmtets  ofjaiojectaon  farmland  in 
comppahcejwith  sil^bn  1541(b)  of  the 
Ac%fo  CQihpIy  ^th  that  obligation 
under:^  Act  (w  criteria  which  this 
,Jbfa  aefSil^nhiire  a  prerequisite  to 
’’  compHanceiiSo  the  effective  date  for 
ageliciesio  comply  with  sechon  1541(b) 
be  3d  days  after  publication  of  this 
lidi  in  the  Federal  Register. 

2r'lk)mments  from  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration. 

Department  of  Transportation. 

Department  of  Housi.ng  and  Urban 
Development.  Department  of  Energy.  12 
state  departments  of  highways  or 
transportation,  the  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company,  and  the  Soil 
Conservation  Society  of  .<\merica 
suggested  that  exemptions  for  certain 
'  kinds  of  projects  should  be  granted  in 
the  rule.  These  include: 

Categorical  exclusions  as  referred  to  in 
•NEPA: 

Farm-tO'market  highways  or  roads: 

Electric  transmission  lines: 


Projects  that  convert  less  than  some 
minimum  acreage  of  farmland,  such  as 
10  acres:  and 

Construction  of  farm  homes,  storage 
buildings  and  livestock  facilities. 

The  Act  does  not  authonze  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  lo  grant 
exemptions,  but  specifies  exemptions 
contained  in  section  lS40(c)(4)  and 
section  1547(b).  However,  the  Act  does 
not  apply  to  construction  of  farmhouses, 
storage  buildings,  livestock  holding 
facilities  or  any  other  structures 
applicable  to  the  operations  of  s 
particular  farm  unit  or  units  because 
such  action  doesjot  convert  farmland 
to  nonagriculturtiuses.  * 

3.  Comments  from  the  Department  of 
Housing  artiil  UriMii  Development,  the 
National  A^ciaiion  of  Home  Builders, 
and  otbfn  asserted  OilVprograms  that 
mer^  provide  fiideral  guarantees  for 
loan§^4)S8de  betweep  private  parties 
with  pt^v^  funds,  such  as  the  mortgage 

turance  programs  cf  the  Fede.'al 
ustqg  j^dm'uiistration  (FHA)  and  the 
_^rtga||^  guarantee  program  of  the 
Voterans  Administration  (VA).  are  not 
coveted  by  the  Act  since  mey  do  not 
eritail  ''undertaking,  financing  or 
iJUSisting  construction  or  improve.ment 
projects."  under  section  l54b(c)(4)  of  the 
AcL 

Insuring  or  guaranteeing  loans  for 
consvuction  of  housing  or  other 
structures  under  these  programs  is  a 
form  of  financing  or  assistance.  It  thus  is 
a  federal  action  that  may  contribute  to 
the  unnecessary  and  irreversible 
conversion  of  farmland  to 
nonagricultural  uses,  to  the  extent  that 
such  insurance  or  guarantees  ere  relied 
upon  for  the  construction  to  take  place. 
Where  a  loan  not  for  construction  but 
for  purchase  of  an  existing  house  or 
other  structure  is  guaranteed  or  insured, 
the  proposed  acbon  would  not  convert 
farmland  and  therefore  is  not  covered 
by  the  .^ct 

However,  since  the  Act  dees  not 
provide  any  basis  for  denial  of 
atsietance  solely  because  farmland  is 
being  converted,  neither  the  Ac:  .nor  this 
rule  could'cperate  to  interfere  with  t.his 
form  of  financing  or  assistance  once  tns 
agency  had  identified  and  taken  into 
account  any  adverse  effects  on  farmland 
and  considered  alternative  actions,  as 
required  by  the  AcL 
4.  The  Bureau  of  Land  .Mansgement 
asserted  that  the  FPF.A  would  not  apply 
to  actions  of  the  agency  related  to 
surface  mining  cn  lands  containing 
leasable  coal  or  phosphate  and  subject 
to  the  Surface  Mining  Cantol  and 
Reclamation  Act  of  :977.  Fib.  L  S3-87. 

Since  that  act  presumes  that  tarml.'md 
used  for  surface  Runing  can  bn 
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reclaimed  and  reused  for  agriculture. 

■  there  is  no  irreversible  conversion  to 
nonasncultural  use  and  L'SDA  concurs 
with  BLM's  interpretation. 

S.  Section  1547(b)  of  the  Act  sutes 

■  that  "none  of  the  provisions  or  other 
requirements  of  this  subtitle  shall  apply 
to  the  acquisition  or  use  of  farmland  for 
national  defense  purposes."  The  U.S. 

IDeparanent  of  Transportation  asserted 
that  since  the  entire  interstate  highway 
system  has  been  intended  for  defense 
purposes  (see  23  L'.S.C.  210)  and  since 

■  the  Department  of  Defense  considers, 
another  12.000  miles  of  highways 
essennal  for  defense  purposes,  these 
roads  are  e.xempt  from  the  Act  under 

■  section  1547(b). 

The  Department  believes  Congress 
intended  acquisition  of  land  for 
highways  to  be  a  major  focus  of  the 

I7P?A  and  does  not  believe  Congress 
intended  such  an  e.xte.nsive  number  of 
highways  to  be  exempt  from  the  Act 
under  the  "national  defense”  exe.mption. 
It  is  doubtful  that  the  evaluation 

I  required  by  the  FPPA  would  result  in 
halting  construction  of  any  addition  to 
the  interstate  highway  system 
specifically  deemed  necessary  for 

■  national  defense  purposes.  Presumably 
the  national  defense  pilose  of  such  a 
highway  would  override  the  importance 
of  protecting  farmland. 

16.  The  National  Park  Service  (NTS) 
asserted  that  NTS  lands  are  exempt 
from  the  FPPA  and  that  future 
acquisitions  under  the  Land  and  Water 

■  Conservation  Fund  should  be  exempt 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  agrees 
that  NTS  lands  acquired  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  the  final  rule  are  not 

■  covered  by  the  Act  if  used  for  the  stated 
purpose,  since  the  intent  of  both  the 
Congress  and  the  .administration  for  use 
of  such  lands  is  expressed  in  the 

■legislation  under  which  such  lands  were 
acquired.  However,  farmlands  proposed 
for  future  acquisition  under  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  or  bjt 

I  outer  means  of  purchase  should  be 
evaluated  as  required  by  the  JlH&f 
7.  Fanners  Home  .^dminijrtFation 
suggested  that  definitions  a>t.ineed*d  for 

I  the  te-mas  "planning  stage"  an'd^cUve 
design"  used  in  $  653.3(b)(2]  of  tliie 
proposed  rule. 

The  rule  in  |  658.2(c}  now  defines 

I  those  terms. 

6.  The  Rural  Electrihcation 
Administration  asserted  that  small 
electric  and  telephone  projects  and 

I  buried  electric  and  telephone  cables 
should  be  exempted  from  the  analysis 
requirements  of  the  Act  as  should 
aervice  extensions  to  farms  and  projecta 
that  take  place  within  road  nghts*of- 
■  way. 


Buned  utility  lines  that  do  not  prevent 
farming  operations  over  them  would  not 
be  subject  to  the  Act  Unless  farming  is 
not  permitted  over  the  buried  lines  or  in 
the  nght-of-way.  constniction  of  such 
lines  does  not  irreversibly  convert 
farmland  to  nonagricultural  uses. 
Likewise,  projects  built  entirely  within 
highway  rights-of>way  do  not  unvert 
farmland. 

9.  Several  comments  recommended 
incorporating  in  the  rule  a  restatement 
of  section  1548  of  the  Act  which 
prohibits  use  of  the  FPPA  as  a  basis  for 
legal  action  challenging  a  federal  project 
that  may  affect  farmland. 

A  statement  reiterating  section  1546  of 
the  .Act  and  applying  it  to  the  rule  as 
well  as  the  .Act.  has  been  added  to 
S  656.3  of  the  rule. 


Comments  on  the  Criteria  f  658.4 


The  greatest  number  of  comments 
received  relate  to  $  638.4  of  the 
proposed  tule.  which  sets  forth  the 
criteria  for  evaluating  the  ejects  of 
proposed  program  actions  on  the 
conversion  of  farmland  to 
nonagricultural  uses.  While  then#were  a 
large  number  of  comments  receivtniiy 
they  addressed  only  a  few  concerns. 
These  are  listed  and  discufied  below. 

1.  Several  responses,  a^  ailhose  ' 
frbm  the  Rural  nectn&ation 
Administration.  FannarsHoim 
Administration,  rivo  sltletnnsponation 
deparcnents,  an#  the  PaciTic  Coe  and 
Elecaic  Company  othed  Out  there  be 
specific  guidance  for  fed«nU  agencies  in 
applying  the  eriteria  to  projecu  such  a 
roads.  pipelinesM||^triiijransnii$sion 
lines,  arid  water  trli^tussion  facilities. 
Thesefin  often  caiiletl  "coiridor 
projects.**- 

Jta  the  criteria  and  guidelines 

Jifiw  have  beett  modified  to 
'^ecoflichodiife  these  linear  or  corridor- 
type  proja^. 

^  2.  file  Department  of  Housing  and 
|Urban  Development,  the  Department  of 
^Eneigiy.  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

and  two  state  agencies  felt  that  SCS 
Xihould  be  given  only  30  days  or  less  to 
Ihlispond  to  agency  requests  for 
assistance  rather  than  45  days.  Others 
felt  "a  responsive”  answer  should  be 
given  within  the  45-d8y  period. 

The  45-day  period  in  the  proposed 
rule  did  not  specify  whether  the  45  days 
were  "working"  or  “calendar  days."  In 
the  Department's  view.  45  calendar  days 
it  the  period  reasonably  required  to 
detennine  whether  the  proposed  site  is 
farmland  and.  if  it  is.  to  complete  the 
Land  Evaluation:  In  the  rule.  S  658.4(a) 
now  makes  the  clarification  that  SCS  is 
to  give  this  response  in  45  calendar 
days.  Cooperauve  Soil  Surveys  are 
completed  for  an  estimated  85  percent  of 


the  .Nation's  farmland  where  proposed 
conversions  are  anticipated.  Where 
these  e.xist.  the  response  should  be 
made  in  less  than  45  days.  Now  the  rule 
states  that  if  SCS  fails  to  complete  land 
evaluation  within  the  45-day  period,  and 
if  further  delay  would  interfere  %vith 
construction  activities,  the  agency 
should  proceed  as  though  the  site  were 
not  farmland.  The  best  assurance  that 
.  the  45-day  period  will  not  delay  an 
action  is  for  the  agency  to  request  a 
determination  as  early  as  possible  ui  die 
decisionmaking  process. 

3.  .A  number  of  federal  state,  and 
local  government  agencies, 
organizatiailii,  and  individuals  c.*itjd2ed 
entenon  number  10  in  the  proposed  rule. 
They  aiguedthat  if  the  criterion  took 
into  abMunt  sd^of  an  owner's  or 
deySapfr's  prepTipj^ct  investments  in 

«ilite^^.  as  eiigineeri.ng  or 
iiteiraiidimudies.  this  might 
en^^ge  thrbwner  or  developer  to 
,  mak64l*  many  expenditures  as  possible 
.  before  the  agency  made  its  assessment 
o!!.ihe  site,  in  order  to  obtain  the  lowest 
^  possible  score  on  this  criterion.  In  view 
'ipf  this  criticism  and  of  the  insertion  of 
'^p5B.3(c)  to  insure  that  federal 
assistance  to  a  project  could  not  be 
denied  based  on  the  Act  or  this  rule, 
criterion  number  10  now  has  been 
omitted. 

4.  Several  comments  were  addressed 
to  die  site  assessme.’it  criteria  as  a 
group.  Comments  from  the  Depariaent 
of  Energy,  the  Department  of 
Transportation,  the  California  Realtors 
Association  and  four  other  California 
based  organizations  suggested  that  the 
site  assessment  critena  be  dropped 
entirely  from  the  rule.  A  greater  number, 
including  comments  from  federal,  state 
and  local  agencies  and  organizations,  • 
complained  that  the  indicators  for 
scoring  were  -too  vague.  The  United 
States  Postal  Service  and  the  Louisiana 
Department  of  Transportation  and 
Development  suggested  that  the  criteria 
be  used  for  general  guidance  but  thnr 
there  should  be  no  scoring  system. 

The  scoring  system  included  in  the 
criteria  is  taken  hrom  the  Agrimiltural 
Land  Evaluation  and  Site  Assessment 
(LE5A)  system  developed  by  the  SC^. 
State  and  local  oOidals  in  about  4nn 
jurisdictions  of  45  states  nationwide 
have  adopted  or  are  studying  LESA 
systems  with  assistance  from  SCS.  The 
Department  believes  the  use  of 
numerical  indices  for  scoring  farmlands 
has  proved  to  be  a  useful  technique  at 
state  and  local  government  levels  for 
making  defensible  land  use  decisions 
and  BO  their  use  is  appropriate  for  the 
criteria  provided  in  this  nile.  The 
Department  has  tested  these  criteria  on 


I  a 
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27  sites  in  seven  counties  in  four  sutes 
aiAound  that  the  scores  from  these 
crBla  were  consistent  in  all  cases  with 
thncores  from  existing  local  LESA 
systems.  For  certain  cntena  in  the 
prflosed  rule  whose  indices  were 
CTKized  as  too  vague,  percentages  and 
difflnces  now  have  been  added  to . 
provide  additional  guidance  in  assigning 
sc||fes.  Some  of  the  indices  for  scojnng 
siSssessment  criteria  call  for 
ac^tments  to  be  made  at  the  local 
level  and  scores  may  vary  with  local 
cognitions 

A^any  comments  suggested  that 
lanPiage  be  added  to  the  rule  to  give 
state  and  local  units  of  government 
gr||Ser  participation  in  or  control  of  the 
pr&ss  for  assessing  the  effects  of 
priPosed  federal  actions  on  farmland.  ' 
These  included  comments  from  several 
st^  and  local  government  agencies,  the 
ASciation  of  Illinoi  Soil  and  Water 
cServation  Districts,  the  lllinoiis 
South  Project  the  Piedmont 
Erayopmental  Council  and  others.  The 
cXomia  State  Grange  stated  diat  the 
crflria  must  recognize  the  ability  of 
local  governments  to  determine  and 
coflg-ol  land  use  within  their  junsdlLtian. 
TlflCalifomia  Chamber  of  Commerce 
st(d  it  is  essential  that  local 
governments  be  given  a  primary  role 
un^r  the  Act  within  the  rule.  TTie 
Nflsnal  .Association  dt  Home  Builders 
re|Pnmended  the  rule  be  rewritten  to 
increase  the  importance  of  the 
recrements  for  compatibility  of  federal 
agflcy  actions  with  state  and  local 
a^Kidtuxal  preservation  programs. 

As  mentioned  in  the  preceding 
discussion,  with  assistance  from  SCS. 
soS  400  units  of  local  government  in  45 
sufli.  as  well  as  some  state 
go^mments.  are  developing  and 
adopting  Land  Evaluation  Site 
AsAsment  (LESA)  systems  to 
evKate  the  productivity  of  agricultural 
leiffand  its  suitability  for  conversion  to ! 
nonaghcultural  use.  Therefore,  certain  ^ 
and  units  of  local  government 
nuHiave  already  performed  an  ^  V: 
cvnation  using  criteria  similax  to  thosf 
contained  in  this  rule  applicable  ttt 
feteal  agencies. 

Biguage  now  has  been  added  to 
i  m.4  of  the  rule  recommending  that 
federal  agencies  use  state  and  local 
agMulturaJ  land  evaluation  and  site 
■sBsment  systems  that  are  on  the  SCS 
staH  conservationist’s  list  of  systems 
that  meet  the  purposes  of  the  ITPA. 

Ilfhe  Natural  Resources  Defense 
CAcil.  the  American  Farmland  Trust, 
thfllational  Farmers  Union  and  others 
asserted  that  direct  analysis  of  the 
inaacts  of  project  alternatives  should  be 
in  adchtion  to  land  evaluation  and 


site  assessment  criteria,  and  offered 
eight  criteria  for  inclusion  in  the  rule. 

Of  the  eight  criteria  suggested,  the 
proposed  rule  included  four.  .Now  the 
rule  indudersix  of  them.  The  rule  still 
does  not  accommodate  suggestions  that 
the  number  of  farms  to  be  affected  by  a 
proposed  action  and  the  prospective 
impacts  on  fanners'  incomes  should  be 
included  as  criteria.  Congress 
apparently  intended  the  Act  to  protect 
farmland  per  se.  not  fanns  as  economic 
units.  N'or  is  the  number  of  fanns 
affected  a  reliable  measure  of  economic 
impact,  if  ecooomic  impact  wen  to  be 
considered.  The  Department  believes 
that  data  on  the  prospective  impacts  on 
farmers'  incomes  would  be  nearly 
impossible  to  collect  and  in  any  event 
prbticting  fanners’  incomes  is  not  s 
purpose  of  the  Act 
7.  A  number  of  parties  recommended 
that  site  assessment  critena  S  and  6  of 
the  proposed  rule  not  be  included  as  site 
assessment  criteria.  Their  position  was 
that  by  calling  on  the  agency  to  assess 
specid  siting  requirements  of  the  project 
(criterion  5)  and  alternative  sites  ^ 
(criterion  6).  these  criteria  represented 
the  kind  of  final  judgment  tihat  the 
agency  would  make  after  assessing  dm 
site  according  to  the  other  cntena. 

Hence  the  criteria  did  not  belong  m  die 
tame  scoring  system  witl^e  other 
criteria.  Sucti  comments  i«|Ee  received 
from  the  National  Asaociatfon  of 
Realtota.  the  Caiifomie  Suilding 
Industry  Association  ^  h^e.,: 
Company,  the  PaoSIte  Legal  Foifodation 
and  the  Farmers  Hafhi  Adh^stration. 

The  Department  agrele.  Criteria  5  and 
8  have  been  dropped  as  site  assessment 
..  criteria, but  made  a  paft  of  the  guidelines 
for  usj^  the  cfHine. 

(klFarmert  HomeAdmiaislration  and 
tb  Atah  &pai|iient  of  Agriculture  both 
^uesfitined  tlw'^iidity  of  criterion  7  of 
fmejpropoeed  lule  since  it  appeared  to  be 
‘  app^able  brily  where  the  local 
iurisdicHpn  had  a  comprehensive  plan  in 

Department  has  dropped  criterion 
7  arid  has  revised  criterion  4  to 
incorporate  the  definitions  of  "state  or 
local  government  policies  or  programs  to 
protect  farmland”  and  of  "private 
programs  to  protect  farmland."  These 
ere  to  be  considered  only  where  they 
exisL 

9.  The  proposed  rule  stated  that  based 
on  the  land  evaluation  criteria  set  forth 
in  S  6S8.4.  "all  farmland  will  be 
evaluated  and  each  parcel  assigned  an 
overall  score  between  0  and  100 
representing  its  value  as  farmland 
relative  to  other  parcels  in  the  area." 
llie  National  Cattlemen's  Associatioa 
addressing  this  in  its  comments. 


objected  to  SCS  or  any  other  federal 
agency  measuring  "the  value  of  a  site  as 
farmland. "  adding  “this  sbouid  be  a 
local  decision  at  the  lowest  possible 
level  of  government,  preferably  locaily- 
govemed  soil  and  water  conservation 
districts.''. The  .National  Cattlemen  t 
Association's  concern  appears  lo  be  that 
the  rule  will  cause  federal  agency 
personnel  to  make  unsolidied  price 
appraisals  of  privateiy.owDed  fa.*mland 
in  the  course  of  their  dam  collection 
activities. 

To  address  this  concern,  the  term  now 
used  in  the  final  rule  is  ''relative  value." 
"Relative  value''  is  based  purely  on  soils 
data  collected  gg  SCS.  Expressea  on  a 
scale  of  0  to  lO&jt  indicoies  the 
usefulnesa.:rit' a  ,pircel  of  land  as 
farmlandTprsuatained  productivity, 
compplri  so  other'lif^in  t.*ie 
jurisidlctiomll  would  be  separate  and 
dis^l  from  the;:^r:ce  of  the  land,  which 
wouid  tt&any  evedt  depend  on  die  real. 
..'Instate  maefcetand  die  oonsuiL  as  well  as 
lihe  soil  chancteristics  of  the  property. 
\  10.  Tha  Ecvirunmental  Prutecuon 
^ency.  among  others,  beiieved  that  the 
prigsosed  rule  would  tend  to  work 
against  orotection  of  farmland  near 
titfaanized  areas.  EPA  proposed  addi.ng 
'  cntena  to  favor  protection  of  close-in 
farmland  in  order  to  counterbalance 
those  c.ntena  on  which  dose>in 
farmland  would  receive  low  scores. 

Admittedly,  use  of  the  national 
criteria  contained  in  the  rule  w-.ll 
discriminate  to  some  degree  against  -.he 
protection  of  farmland  close  to  urban 
areas.  It  is  the  Department's  position 
that  the  purpose  of  the  .Act  is  to  protect 
the  best  of  me  .Nation’s  farmlands  which 
are  located  where  farming  can  be  a 
practicable  economic  activity.  The 
Department  anticipates  that  popuiarion 
increases  for  tbe  United  States  m  the 
ne.xt  50  years  will  require  conversion  of 
some  land  from  farm  to  other  uses,  that 
land  nearest  urban  built-up  areas  are 
the  most  likely  candidates  for  such 
conversions,  and  that  conveni.ng  these 
lands  is  preferable  to  haring 
development  put  pressure  on  more 
productive  farmlands  fanher  from  t.hese 
urban  built-up  areas.  T.he  FPP.A  is  not 
designed  for  the  protecnon  of  open 
space,  historic  fannis.  recreation 
opportunities,  or  a  particular  rural 
lifestyle. 

Comments  on  Guidelines  for  Use  of  the 
Criteria  }  658.5 

1.  A  cumber  of  comments  asserted 
that  because  tbe  proposed  rule  allowed 
agencies  to  use  any  relative  weighting  of 
the  criteria  that  they  desired  in 
determining  the  point  totals  for 
protection  of  a  site  as  farmland,  this 
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would  permit  an  agency  to  assign 
weights  so  as  to  preselect  the  results  of 
the  analysis.  This  conce.m  was  shared 
by  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration.  Ohio  Department  of 
Transportation.  Wisconsin  Department 
of  .Agr.culture.  Whitman  County. 
Washington.  Regional  Planning  Council. 
National  Association  of  State 
Departments  of  Agriculture.  Illinois 
South  Project,  Association  for  Public 
Justice.  Wisconsin  Land,  Conservation 
Association  and  others. 

The  Department  believes  each  agency 
should  have  the  fle.'tibiiity  to  judge  for 
itself  whether  the  weighting  pattern  in 
this  rule  is  the  appropriate  one  for  that 
agency's  programs.  However,  in 
response  to  these  comments,  the 
Department  now  recom.mends  in  the  rule 
that  an  agency  desiring  to  depart  from 
the  weighting  pattern  of  the  criteria  in 
|the  rule  should  comply  with  two 
safeguards.  First,  the  agency,  in 
consultation  with  the  Department, 
^hould  use  the  rule.making  process  to 
wsiabiish  the  change,  and  second,  the 
■variation  on  the  basic  weighting  pattern 
that  the  agenc}’  adopts  should  be 
^uniformly  applied  within  the  agency  so 
MS  to  prevent  the  agency  from 
■ireselecting  a  particular  weighting 
pattern  that  would  insure  a  particular 
^core  for  a  project 
H  2.  The  American  Farmland  Trust,  the 
^ural  Electrification  Ad.iiinistration  and 
many  others  raised  concern  over  the 
assignment  of  equal  weights  to  all  16 
‘  ite  assessment  factors. 

Based  on  comments  received,  the 
eighting  has  been  revised  to  reflect  a 
diffe.'ence  in  importance  ranging  from  a 
'  iigh  score  of  20  points  to  a  high  score  of 
points.  The  total  points  for  the  site 
ssessment  criteria  remains  160.  based 
on  a  redistribution  of  the  points  among 
12  criteria.  Even  though  the  number 
Hf  crite.'ia  has  dropped  horn  16  to  l^f^e 
WO  point  total  for  the  site  assessment 
has  been  retained  in  order  to  retain  ^ 

fime  balance  of  weighting  bet^aftlhe 
te  assessment  and  land  aviation,  , 
iteria  which,  when  the  seti^  are- 
added  together,  provide  the  ptlM^  score 
^r  a  farmland  impact  rating  on  ropm 
D-1006  (see  i  638.3  of  the  rule). 

3.  Comments  from  the  Sierra  Club. 
Cational  Audubon  Society.  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council  and  others 
^ted  that  the  rule  fails  to  require  that 
M  agency  consider  alternatives  to  the 
proposed  project  itself.  They  maintain 
that  the  Act  calls  for  the  agency  to 

tnsides.alteniative  actions,  including 
e  alternative  of  not  doing  the  project 
all  and  not  just  alternative  sites  for  a 
proposed  actioa  They  aiso  assert  that 

ft  rule  assumes  the  necessity  of  the 
oposed  actioa 


as! 
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Guidelines  for  the  use  of  the  criteria, 
now  found  in  S  638.4  of  the  rule,  indicate 
that  when  a  site  obtains  a  threshold 
score  of  160  points,  the  agency  should 
consider  aiiemative  sites,  locations  and 
designs.  This  process  should  lead  the 
agency  to  consideration  of  alternative 
actions  as  well  as  alternative  sites  for 
proposed  program  actions. 

Compliance  with  the  FPPA  is  but  one 
of  the  requirements  that  federal 
agencies  must  meet  in  approving  or 
disapproving  projects.  The  FPPA  rule 
does  not  assume  the  necessity  of  the 
project.  The  necessity  for  the  project  is 
left  to  be  determined  by  the  agency  on 
the  basis  of  economic  and 
environmental  analyses  and  its 
statutciy  program  responsibilities  as 
well  as  on  the  basis  df  the  effects  of  the 
project  on  farmland. 

Section  1342  of  the  .^ct  calls  on 
federal  agencies  to  review  and  revise  if 
necessary,  their  agencies'  administrative 
regulations,  policies  and  procedures  to" 
achieve  conformity  with  the  Act.  In  thit^ 
process,  it  is  anticipated  that  the 
agencies  will  identify  actions  they  can 
take  to  alter  project  design  to  redudO:;;::; 
effects  on  farmland.  je- 

Comments  on  Technical  AislsUsce 
S  638.6  ^ 

1.  Comments  from  tlwi  National 
Association  of  Reallortt  and  Uie 
Wisconsin  DepaiUaent  of  Agticaiture. 
Trade  and  Consumer  Rrotecuon 
suggested  Uiat  the  cpA^uhaUon  process 
with  elected  officials 

.  discussed  in  S  SoSilt#]  l^e  proposed 
rule  be  required  and-^l  private 
landholders  be  givjn  opportunity  for 
conaultariQn.  r 

JThe  consiii^libn  process  discussed  in 
i4  B38.&WDuldT&ii  pursuant  to  Executive 
'^^der^23r^^8t  Executive  Order  and 
tha..yartout  federal  agency  reflations 
^Ipertduiing  to  its  implementation  are  in 
and  federal  agencies  are  to 
comedy.  The  5  638.61e)  was  therefore 
deleted  as  an  unnecesary  part  of  this 
‘’'^ptle. 

~  2.  The  National  Cattlemen's 
Association  observed  that  language 
used  in  S  656.6  of  the  proposed  rule 
misquoted  the  Act.  They  stated  that 
there  was  nothing  in  section  1543  of  the 
Act  which  authorized  the  Secretary  to 
provide  technical  assistance  to  "protect 
farmland"  or  to  "guide  urban 
development." 

The  Department  conctirs  with  this 
comment.  The  language  used  was  an 
inadvertent  misquotation  of  the  Act.  The 
correct  wording  "encourages”  the 
Secretary  to  provide  technical 
assistance  to  an  agency  "that  desires  to 
develop  programs  or  policies  to  limit  the 
conve.raion  of  productive  farmlancLto  ' 


nonagricultural  uses."  This  now  has 
been  correcied  in  the  rule. 

3.  The  New  Mexico  Cattle  Grower's 
Association,  the  California  Association 
of  Realtors,  the  California  Qiamber  of 
Commerce,  the  California  Cattlemen's 
Association  and  others  suggested 
eliminating  the  reference  in  $  65B.6(c]  of 
the  proposed  rule  to  Forest  Service 
cooperation  in  planning  for  uses  of  land 
adjacent  to  National  Forests  and 
consideration,  wherever  practicable,  of 
coordinating  the  management  of 
National  Forest  lands  with  the 
management  of  adjacent  lands.  They 
maimained^l^t  this  language  suggested 
that  the  For^  Service  would  be  in  a 
positiod^ito  infiuence  land  use  policies  on 
lancyadiaceniio  National  Forests,  and 
th^dfdiiot  wantthis  possiblity  to 
WUe-  / 

'  8ny  misunderstandi.-.g. 

this  enaie  statement  now  has  been 
i  eliminated  in  the  revised  proposed  rule. 

-<^The  National  Cattlemens' 
Astodation.  the  New  .Mexico  Cattle 
iOrowers'  Association  and  others 

f [pressed  concern  thaLdevelupment  of 
aps  designating  farmlands  would 
define  those  to  be  protected 
permanently  by  the  .^ci  as  farmland, 
even  though  conditions  were  likely  to 
change  over  time. 

The  comment  apparently  is  based  o.n 
the  premise  that  designating  or 
identifying  farmlands  on  maps  is 
comparable  to  zoning  and  that  such 
lands  will  'oe  permanently  protected 
from  conversion  by  law.  The  .^ct  does 
not  protect  per  se  any  farmland  from 
being  converted  to  nonagricultural  use. 
The  Act  and  the  rule  simply  require  that 
federal  agency  decisionmakers  consider 
the  effects  of  proposed  actions  on  the 
conversion  of  farmland  and  consider 
alternatives  that  would  lessen  such 
effects.  .Maps  would  simply  indicate 
those  lands  that  would  fall  under  the 
purview  of  the  Act 
5.  .American  Farmland  Trust  and 
others  suggested  that  the  Department 
provide  information  to  federal  agencies, 
state  and  local  govem-nents  and  others 
regarding  provsions  of  the  FPA  and  its 
implementi.ng  rule. 

The  Department  will  be  providing 
information  to  other  federal  agencies 
and  state  local  governments  concerning 
the  rule.  Upon  request  SCS  will  assist 
federal  agencies  in  training  personnel  to 
implement  the  Act  The  Extension 
Service  is  responsible  for  designing  and 
implementing  educational  programs  and 
materials  in  accordance  with  section 
1544(a)  of  the  .Act  The  .'Vational 
Agricultural  Lbrary  has  been 
designated  a  a  farmland  information 


I 
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center  in  accordance  with  section 
]5M(b)  of  the  AcL 

cSments  on  USDA  Assistance  3  658^ 

^e  Illinois  Department  of  Agriculture 
wanted  3  6S8.7  of  the  proposed  rule  to 
bAmtten  more  forcefully.  The 
oBware  State  Grange.  In&.  wanted  to 
slffiinate  the  words  "as  appropriate"  in 
3  658.r(a}  of  the  proposed  rule,  as  well 
ad||ie  words  "This  assistance  is 
piKded  on  request  as  permitted  by 
stRing  and  budget  limitations.” 

In  the  proposed  rule.  3  656.7  simply 
rcMated  language  contained  in  the  Act 
atlit  has  not  therefore,  been  modified 
inVis  flnal  role. 

This  action  has  been  re\ised  under 
E^^utive  Order  12291  and  Secretary's 
Mnorandum  No.  1S12-1  and  has  been 
d^^nated  "nonmajor."  The  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and 
Eimronment  has  determined  that  this 
atftn  will  not  have  economic  impact  on 
thlpconomy  of  SlOO  million  or  more; 
result  in  a  major  increase  in  costs  or 
pricjes  for  consumers,  individual 
ixAstries.  federal,  state,  or  local 
gi^mment  agencies,  or  geographic 
regions:  or  result  in  signiScant  adverse 
eiffects  on  competition,  employment 
inistment.  productivity,  innovation,  or 
ofUie  ability  of  U.S.-based  enterprises 
to  compete  with  foreign-based 
enterprises  in  domestic  or  export 
taSkets.  This  rule  does  not  contain 
iifl|rmation  collection  requirements 
'.vffch  require  approval  by  the  Office  of 
.Management  and  Budget  under  44  U.S.C 
3S  et  seq. 

Biis  document  has  been  prepared  in 
UWOffice  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Natural  Resources  and  Environment 
Dauiment  of  Agriculture,  with  the 
as^tance  of  the  Land  Use  Division  of 
thKoil  Conservation  Service. 

list  of  Subjects  in  7  CFR  Part  658 

Kriculture.  Soil  conservation.  j 

FJEland.  / 

Accordingly.  Part  658  is  added  to  Titie 
7  ^the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations^ 
TiHe  of  Contents  and  text  to  read  es 
foBws:  4.  ^ 


^T  658— FARMLAND  PROTECtlOy 
LcY  ACT 


658.1  PurpMC. 

6^^  Definitions. 

6!H  Applicability  and  exemptions. 

6a|l  Cuidstines  for  uss  of  cnteris. 

6m!s  Crittria. 

658.6  Technical  aasislancc. 

1'  USOA  Aasistanca  with  federal 
agencies'  rtvisws  of  policiss  snd 
procedures. 

Authority;  Sec.  1S38-1M9.  Pub.  L.  97-46. 95 
1341-1344.  (7  U.S.C  4201  et  scq.). 


i  656.1  Purpose. 

This  part  sets  out  the  criteria 
developed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriruiture.  in  cooperation  with  other 
federal  agencies,  pursuant  to  section 
lS41(a]  of  the  Farmland  Protection 
Policy  Act  (FPP.A  or  the  Act}  7  U5.C 
4202(a).  As  required  by  section  1541(b) 
of  the  Act  7  U.S.C.  4202(b).  fede.ral 
agencies  are  (1)  to  use  the  criteria  to  . 
identify  and  take  into  account  the 
adverse  effects  of  their  programs  on  the 
preservation  of  fannland.  (2)  to  consider 
alternative  actions,  as  appropriate,  that 
could  lessen  adverse  effects,  and  (3)  to 
ensure  that  their  programs,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  are  comparible  with  state 
and  units  of  local  government  and 
private  programs  and  policies  to  protect 
farmland.  Guidelines  to  assist  agencies, 
in  using  the  criteria  are  included  in  this 
part  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
(hereinafter  USDA)  may  make  available 
to  states,  units  of  local  government 
individuals,  organizations,  and  other 
units  of  the  Federal  Government  ^ 

information  useful  in  restoring, 
maintaining,  and  improving  the  quanpty 
and  quality  of  farmland. 

1 658.2  OcfInitionSL 

(a)  “Farmland"  means  prime  W  unique 
farmlands  as  defined  in  sectipn  . 
1540(c)(1)  of  the  Act  or  farailand  ihatte 
determined  by  the  appropJUte  state  or 
unit  of  local  government  agtitcy  or 
agencies  with  concuixence  of  the 
Secretary  to  be  farudandof  slatewide  or 
of  local  importance,  "ftime  fmtand" 
does  not  include  land  alrasdy  in  or 
committed  to  urban  daveloeiwnt  or 
water  storage.  Prime  farmfund  "already 
in"  urban  4cv«lopmentcr  water  storage 
includes  all  such  land^wfth  a  density  of 
30  structures  ptrniO Acre  area.  Prime 
fannland  "d|inm|raiil  to  urban 
de^doairteht  or^ater  storage”  includes 
^sul»  land  tMt  has  been  designated 
ibr  fiommurcia}  or  industrial  use  or 
residanual  use  that  is  not  intended  at 
thu  lam*  thne  to  protect  farmland  in  a 

zoning  code  or  ordinance  adopted  by 
a'laisl*  or  unit  of  local  government  or  (2) 
a  co'Wprehensive  land  use  plan  which 
has  expressly  been  either  adopted  or 
reviewed  in  its  entirety  by  the  unit  of 
local  government  in  whose  jmisdicticn  it 
is  operative  within  10  yean  preceding 
implementation  of  the  particular  federal 
project, 

(b)  “Federal  agency"  means  a 
department  agency,  independent 
commission,  or  other  unit  of  the  Federal 
Government 

(c)  "Federal  program”  means  those 
activities  or  responsibilities  of  a 
department  agency,  independent 
commission,  or  other  unit  of  the  Federal 
Government  that  involve  undertaking. 


finanang.  or  assishng  construction  or 
improvement  projects  or  acquinng. 
managing,  or  disposing  of  federal  lands 
and  facilities.  The  term  "federal 
program"  dees  not  include  federal 
permitting,  licensing,  or  rale  approval 
programs  for  activities  on  private  or 
nonfederal  lands.  The  term  "federal 
program "  does  not  include  construction 
or  improvement  projects  that  were 
beyond  the  planning  stage  on  the  date 
30  days  after  publication  of  the  final  role 
in  the  Federal  Register,  ih 

(1)  Acquisition  of  land  or  easement  for 
the  project  has  occumtd.  or 

(2)  All  required  federal  agency 
planning  dccuisilnts  and  steps  were 
completed  and  iccooied.  endorsed  or 
approved  J[!y.lhe"i6ppf°Pfi»‘6 

and:  *  - . 

(3)  AifibalienvirdniKental  impact 
statei^r.t  was.  filed  with  EP.A  or  an 
envipimeiieNinpec:  assessment  was 
com^^ttd  and  a  nhdins  of  no 

Rignificantpipact  was  executed  by  the 
pprapnate^iency  orficiaUs).  "in  the 
^l^ivtideSign  state"  shall  mean  that  the 
q||pt36enng  or  architectural  desicn  had 
b^xp  or  had  been  contracted  for  cn  or 
pnor  io  the  date  30  days  after 
’'Publication  of  the  Hnal  rule  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

(d)  "State  or  local  government  policies 
or  programs  to  protect  farmland " 
include:  Zoning  to  protect  farmland: 
•gricullural  land  protection  provisions 
of  a  comprehensive  .'and  use  plan  which 
has  been  adopted  or  reviewed  in  as 
entirety  by  the  unit  cf  local  gover.-.me.nt 
-in  whose  jurisdiction  it  is  operative 
wiLhin  10  years  preceding  proposed 
implementation  of  the  particular  federal 
program:  completed  purchase  or 
acquisition  of  development  nchis: 
completed  purchase  or  acquisition  of 
conservation  easements:  prescribed 
procedures  for  assessing  asriculturai 
viability  of  sites  proposed  for 
conversion;  completed  agricultural 
districting  and  cspital  investments  to 
protect  farmland. 

(e)  "Private  progrems  to  protect 
farmland"  means  programs  for  the 
protection  of  farmland  which  are 
pursuant  to  and  consistent  with  state 
and  local  government  policies  or 
programs  to  protect  farmland  of  the 
aHected  state  and  unit  of  local 
government,  but  which  are  oper-nied  by 
a  nonprofit  corporation,  foundation, 
■ssociatioa  consen-ancy.  distnci.  or 
other  nol-fur-pront  orgamzation  e.xisting 
under  state  or  federal  laws.  Private 
programs  to  protect  farmland  may 
include:  (1)  Acquiring  and  holding 
development  rights  in  farmland  and  (2) 
facilitating  the  transfer  of  development 
rights  of  farmland. 
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1(0  "Site"  means  the  location($)  that 
would  be  converted  by  the  proposed 
aaion(s). 

Ig)  "Unit  of  local  government”  means 
the  government  of  a  county, 

1  municipality,  town,  township,  village,  or 
other  unit  of  general  government  below 
the  state  level,  or  a  combination  of  units 
of  local  government  acting  through  an 

I  areawide  agency  under  a  state  law  or  an 
agreement  for  the  formulaUon  of 
regional  development  policies  and 
plans. 

I  §  658 J  Applicability  and  exemptions. 

■  (a)  Section  1340(b)  of  the  Act.  7  U.S.C. 
4Z01(b].  states  that  the  purpose  of  the 

I  Act  is  to  mini.mize  the  extent  to  which 
federal  programs  contribute  to  the 
unnecessary  and  irreversible  conversion 
of  farmland  to  nonagriculturai  uses. 

I  Conversion  of  farmland  to 

nonagriculturai  uses  does  not  Include 
the  construction  of  on-farm  structures 
necessary  for  farm  operations.  Federal 
agencies  can  obtain  assistance  from 

I  USD  A  in  determining  whether  a 
proposed  location  or  site  meets  the  Act's 
definition  of  farmland.  Tne  USOA  Soil 
Consen-ation  Service  [SCS]  Held  office 
Serving  the  area  will  proxhae  the 
Assistance.  .Many  state  or  local 
government  planning  offices  can  also 
prexhoe  this  assistance. 

■  (b)  Acquisition  or  use  of  farmland  by 
A  federal  agency  for  national  defense 
^u.-poses  is  exempted  by  section  lS47(b) 
of  the  Act.  7  U.S.C.  4208(b). 

t(c)  The  Act  and  these  regulations  do 
ot  authorize  the  Federal  Government  in 
ny  ivay  to  regulate  the  use  of  private  or 
nonfederal  land,  or  in  any  way  affect  the 

troperty  rights  of  owners  of  such  land, 
he  Act  and  these  regulations  do  not 
ro\ide  authority  for  the  withholding  of 
federal  assistance  to  convert  farmland 

fnonagriculttu'al  uses.  In  cases  where 
ther  a  private  party  or  a  nonfederal 
lit  of  government  applies  for  federtl 
assistance  to  convert  farmland  to  a 

» nonagriculturai  use.  the  federal  agency 
ouid  use  the  criteria  set  foi^fh 
rt  to  identify  and  take  inl^  iccou^ 
any  adverse  effects  on  farml^d  of  the 
assistance  requested  and  develop  , 
flte.'native  actions  that  could  avoid^V 
Htigate  such  adverse  effects.  If.  afteif 
consideration  of  the  adverse  effects  and 
suggested  alternatives,  the  applicant 

•ants  to  proceed  with  the  conversion, 
e  federal  agency  may  not.  on  the  basis 
the  Act  or  these  regulations,  refuse  to 
provide  the  reouested  assistance. 

||(d)  Section  1M8.  7  U.S.C.  4209.  states 
At  the  Act  shall  not  be  deemed  to 
Povide  a  basis  for  any  action,  either 
legal  or  equitable,  by  any  state,  unit  of 
kpai  government,  or  any  person  or  class 
■persons  challenging  a  federal  projecL 


program,  or  other  activity  that  may 
affect  farmland.  Neither  the  Act  nor  this 
rule,  therefore,  shall  afford  any  basis  for 
such  an  action. 

f  658.4  Guideiinas  tor  use  of  enterta. 

As  stated  above  and  as  provided  in 
the  Act.  each  federal  agency  shall  use 
the  criteria  provided  in  I  658.S  to 
identify  and  take  into  account  the 
adverse  effects  of  federal  pro"*ams  on 
the  protection  of  farmland  The  agencies 
are  to  consider  alternative  actions,  as 
appropriate,  that  could  lessen  such 
adverse  effects,  and  assure  that  such 
federal  programs,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  are  compatible  with  state, 
unit  of  local  government  and  private 
programs  and  policies  to  protect 
.  farmland.  The  following  are  guidelines 
to  assist  the  agencies  in  these  tasksi 
(a)  An  agency  should  first  make  a 
request  to  SCS  on  Form  .AD  1006.  the 
Farmland  Conversion  Impact  Rating 
Form,  available  at  SCS  offices,  for  ^ 
determination  of  whether  the  site  is 
farmland  subject  to  the  .Act  If  neither  \ 
the  entire  site  nor  any  part  of  it^  ^ 
subject  to  the  Act  then  the  Act  t^aot 
apply  and  SCS  will  so  notify  the  agetiey. 
If  the  site  is  determined  by  SCS  to  ha 
subject  to  the  Act  then  SCS  will 
measure  the  relative  yAludof  the  site  as 
farmland  on  a  scale  to  iOO 
according  to  the  informstioit  sbiistts 
listed  in  1 633.3(6).  SCS  Hoil  rteipond  to 
these  requests  wdthifl  6$  imlendar  days 
of  their  receipt.  In  the  event  that  SCS 
fails  to  complete  its  retponse  within  the 
45-day  period,  if^ther  delay  would 
interfere  with  constniction  activities,  the 
agen#should  proqeel  as  though  the  , 
sitilwereijiMt  familind. 

^ Jp)  The  Fa^  jW  1006.  returned  to  the 
^lil^ency'by  S^  wil!  also  include  the 
''^^owing  ii#dental  infoimationi  The 
tMelarnotmt  of  farmable  land  (the  land 
tn  tbt  bolt  of  local  government's 
^jjlirisdiciion  that  is  capable  of  producing 
the  eommonly  grown  crop)i  the 
percentage  of  the  jurisdiction  that  is 
'..iarmland  covered  by  the  Act  the 
^'percentage  of  farmland  in  the 
jurisdiction  that  the  project  would 
converti  and  the  percentage  of  farmland 
in  the  local  government's  jurisdiction 
with  the  same  or  higher  relative  value 
than  the  land  that  the  project  would 
convert.  These  statistics  will  not  be  part 
of  the  criteria  scoring  process,  but  are 
intended  simply  to  furnish  additional 
background  information  to  federal 
agencies  to  aid  them  in  considering  the 
effects  of  their  projects  on  farmland. 

(c)  After  the  agency  receives  from 
SCS  the  score  of  a  site's  relative  value 
as  desc.'ibed  in  {  658.4(aj  and  then 
applies  the  site  assessment  criteria 
which  are  set  forth  in  1 658.5  (b)  and  (c). 


the  agency  will  assign  to  the  site  a 
combined  score  of  up  to  260  points, 
composed  of  up  to  100  points  for  relative 
vaiue  and  up  to  160  points  for  the  site 
assessment  With  this  score  the  agency 
will  be  able  to  identify  the  effect  of  its 
programs  on  farmland  and  make  a 
determination  as  to  the  suitability  of  the 
site  for  protection  as  fannland  Once 
this  score  is  computed  USDA 
recommendsi 

(1)  Sites  with  the  highest  combined 
scores  be  regarded  as  most  suitable  for 
protection  under  these  crite.na  and  sites 
with  the  lowest  scores,  as  least  suitable. 

(2)  Sites :^ceiving  a  total  score  of  less 
than  160  be%ven  a  minimal  level  of 
considantioh  lor  protection  and  no 
additlona!  site*  be  evaluated. 

J^Sites  receh^g  scores  totaling  160 
W  morehe  given  increasingly  higher 
^^els  fif  cora^de.’'ation  for  protection. 

When  making  decisions  on 
propoifd  actions  for  sites  receiving 
acores  totaling  160  or  more,  age.ncy 
..  pteancnel  consider 

fi]  Use  of  land  that  is  not  farmland  or 
%li6e  of  existing  strucnuesi 
%-  (ii)  Alternative  sites,  locations  and 
designs  that  would  serve  the  proposed 
pu^ose  but  convert  either  fewer  acres 
of  farmland  or  other  farmland  that  has  a 
lower  relative  valuei 
(iii)  Special  siting  require.ments  of  the 
proposed  project  and  ‘die  extent  to 
which  an  alternative  site  fails  to  satis."/ 
the  special  siting  requirements  as  well 
as  the  originally  selected  site. 

(d)  Federal  agencies  may  elect  to 
assip  the  site  assessment  criteria 
relative  weightings  other  than  those 
shown  in  §  658.5  (b)  and  (c).  If  an  agency 
elects  to  do  so.  USDA  recommends  diat 
the  agency  adopt  its  alte.Tiative 
weighting  system  (1)  through  rulemaking 
in  consultation  with  USDA.  and  (2)  as  a 
system  to  be  used  uniformly  throughout 
the  agency.  USDA  recommends  that  the 
weightings  stated  in  !  658.5  (bj  and  (c) 
be  used  until  an  agency  issues  a  final 
rale  to  change  the  wei^tings. 

(e)  It  is  advisable  that  evaluations  and 
analv'ses  of  prospective  farmland 
conversion  impacts  be  made  ea.'iy  in  the 
plannmg  process  before  a  site  or  design 
is  selected,  and  tiiat.  where  possible, 
agencies  .make  the  FPP.A  evaluations 
part  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA)  process.  Under  the 
agency's  own  .NTPA  regulations,  some 
categories  of  projects  may  be  excluded 
from  NEPA  which  may  still  be  covered 
under  the  FPP.A.  Section  1540(c)[4|  of  the 
Act  exempts  projects  that  were  beyond 
the  planning  stage  and  were  in  either  the 
active  desip  or  construction  state  on 
the  effective  date  of  the  Act  Seruon 
lS47(b)  exempts  acquisition  or  use  of 
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farmland  for  national  defense  purposes. 

«ere  are  no  other  exemptions  of 
ijects  by  category  in  the  Act 
f)  Numerous  states  and  units  of  local 
government  are  developing  and 

ftpting  Land  Evaluation  and  Site 
lessment  (LESA)  systems  to  evaluate 
productivity  of  agricultural  land  and 
suitability  for  conversion  to 
nonaghcultural  use.  Therefore,  state  and 

fits  of  local  government  may  have 
eady  performed  an  evaluation  using 
teria  similar  to  those  contained  in  tUs 
rule  applicable  to  federal  agencies. 

SOA  recommends  that  where  sites  are 
)e  evaluated  within  a  jurisdiction 
ring  a  state  or  local  L^A  system  that 
has  been  approved  by  the  governing 
^dy  of  such  jurisdiction  and  has  been 
Bced  on  the  SCS  state 
Rnservationist's  list  as  one  which 
meets  the  purpose  of  the  FPP.A  in 
glance  with  other  public  policy 
fljectives.  federal  agencies  use  that 
jPstem  to  make  the  evaluation. 


fits  of  It 
eady  p 
teria  si 
rule  appii 

SOArei 
»e  evai 
ring  a  i 
has  been 
l||dy  of  SI 
Bced  on 
Rnservai 
meets  the 
glance  v 
fljective: 
jPstem  to 

f<Sa.S  Criteria. 

Hniis  secdon  states  the  criteria 
Ipuired  by  section  154l(a]  of  the  Act,  7  . 
u!S.C  4202(aj.  The  criteria  were 
developed  by  the  Secretaiy*  of 
Kricuiture  in  cooperation  with  other 
Beral  agencies.  ‘They  are  in  two  parts, 
m  the  land  evaluation  criterion,  relative 
value,  for  which  SCS  will  provide  the 

I  ting  or  score,  and  (2)  the  site 
sessment  criteria,  for  which  esch 
feral  agency  must  develop  its  own 
ratings  of  scores.  The  criteria  are  as 
fallows; 

H(a)  Land  Evaluation  Criterion — 
Wtlative  Value.  The  land  evaluation 
criterion  is  based  on  information  from 

Eerai  sources  including  national 
perative  soil  surveys  or  other 
eptable  soil  survey's.  SCS  Held  office 
technical  guides,  soil  potential  ratings  or 
^1  productivity  ratings,  land  capability 
Ossifications,  and  important  farmland 
■terminations.  Based  on  this  ^ 
information,  groups  of  soils  within  a  ' 
^»1  government's  jurisdiction  ba 
Haluated  and  assigned  a  scorefainv«an 
||o  100.  representing  die  relative  val^. 
re;  agricultural  production.  ofS^ 

imland  to  be  convened  by  the  j^giect 
mpared  to  other  fannland  in  the  slsui 
;ai  government  jurisdiction.  This  score 
will  be  the  Relative  Value  Rating  on 
^rm  AD  1006. 

■(b)  Site  Assessment  Criteria.  Federal 
Hendes  are  to  use  the  following  criteria 
ro  assesa  the  auitability  of  each 
proposed  site  or  design  alternative  for 

Sotection  as  fannland  along  with  the 
ore  from  the  land  evaluation  criterion 
scribed  is  |  6Sa.5(a).  Each  criterion 
will  be  given  a  score  on  a  scale  of  0  to 
■e  ffla.xiffiam  points  shown.  Conditions 


suggesting  top.  intermediate  and  bottom 
scores  are  in^cated  for  each  criterion. 

The  egency  would  make  scoring 
dedsions  in  the  context  of  each 
proposed  site  or  alternative  action  by 
examining  the  site,  the  surrounding  area, 
and  the  programs  end  policies  of  tho 
state  or  local  unit  of  government  in 
which  the  site  is  located.  Where  one 
given  location  has  more  than  one  design 
alternative,  each  design  should  be 
considered  as  an  alternative  site.  The 
site  assessment  criteria  are: 

(1)  How  much  land  is  in  nonurban  use 
within  a  radius  of  1.0  mile  from  where 
the  project  is  intended! 

More  than  90  percent — ^15  points 
90  to  20  percent — 14  to  1  pointjs] 

Less  than  20  percent— 4  points 

(2)  How  much  of  the  perimeter  of  the 
site  borders  on  land  in  nonurban  use? 
More  than  90  percent — 10  points 

90  to  20  percent — 9  to  1  point(s) 

Less  than  20  percent— 0  points 

(3)  How  much  of  the  site  has  been  M 
farmed  (managed  for  a  scheduled  ^ 
harvest  or  timber  activity)  more  than  ' 
Gve  of  the  last  10  years? 

.More  than  90  percent — 20  points 
90  to  20  percent— 19  to  1  poinu(a) 

Less  than  20  percent — 0  poinS 

(4)  Is  the  site  subject  to  Ittte  oriunt  of 
local  government  pqlicin  or  picframiiilB 
protect  farmland  or  coVtfed  by  pitvatii 
programs  to  protect  farmltthd? 

Site  is  protected*if40  pnets 
Site  is  not  protecteii^poaiti 

(5)  How  dose  i|^ the  to  bn  urban  . 

built-up  area? 

The  site  j|  2  miles  or  Amire  &om  an 
urbah^U-up  areg^is  points 
The  afle  islasre  thait  t  mile  but  less 
tiiHtn  2  i{ulei%Dia  an  urban  built-up 
^&ea— is  pointb  "" 

Thf  fite  is  leg#lhan  1  mile  from,  but  is 
'  noiedjacehi  to  an  urban  built-up 
-^rea-^nS  points 

llkeiite  is  adjacent  to  an  urban  built-up 
■^arei«— 0  points 

...  (S)  How  dose  is  the  site  to  water 
mea.  sewer  lines  and/or  other  local 
facilities  and  services  whose  capacities 
and  design  would  promote 
nonagricultural  use? 

None  of  the  services  exist  nearer  than  J 
miles  from  the  site— 15  points 
Some  of  the  services  exist  more  than  1 
but  less  than  3  miles  from  the  site — 10 
points 

All  of  the  services  exist  within  H  mile  of 
the  site— 0  points 

(7)  Is  the  farm  unit(s)  containing  th^ 
site  (before  the  project)  as  large  as  die 
average-size  farming  unit  in  the  county? 
(Average  farm  sizes  in  each  county  are 
available  from  the  SCS  neid  offices  in 


each  state.  Data  are  from  the  latest 
available  Census  of  Agriculture. 

Acreage  of  Farm  Units  m  Operation 
with  si.000  or  more  m  sales.) 

As  large  or  ia.*ger— 10  points 
Below  average^etiuct  1  point  for  each 
5  percent  Mow  the  average,  down  to 
0  points  if  30  percent  or  more  below 
average — 9  to  0  points 
(8)  If  this  site  is  chosen  for  the  project, 
bow  much  of  the  remaining  land  on  the 
farm  will  become  ncn-farmable  because 
of  interference  with  land  patte.'ns? 
Acreage  equal  to  more  than  25  percent 
of  acres  directly  converted  by  the 
project— It^oints 
Acreage  equipo  between  25  and  5 
percent  of  tai  acres  directly  converted 
by  thifn^oel-— 9  to  1  point(s) 

Acreage  equal  to. Iasi  than  3  percent  of 
thjf^crca  directlF^onvcrted  by  the 
^siectjliiB  points 
ridges  the'Site  have  available 
adeqafa^  auoply  of  farm  support 
ipervicesIlBd  markets.  i.e..  farm 
iiauppUais.  equipment  dealers,  processing 
gKid^storage  facilities  and  farmer’s 
Iterkets? 

i^l^equired  services  are  available — 5 
points 

-Some  required  services  are  available— I 
to  1  point(s) 

No  required  services  are  available— 0 
points 

(10)  Coes  the  site  have  substantial 
and  well-maintained  cn-fann 
investments  such  as  barns,  odter  storage 
building,  fruit  trees  and  vines,  field 
terraces,  drainage,  irrigation, 
watersvays,  or  other  soil  and  water 
conservation  measures? 

High  amount  of  on-farm  investment— 20 
points 

Moderate  amount  of  on-farm 
investment— 19  to  1  pointfs) 

No  on-faim  investment— 0  points 

(11)  Would  the  project  at  this  site,  by 
converting  farmland  to  nonagncultural 
use.  reduce  the  demand  for  farm  support 
services  so  as  to  jeopardize  the 
coniirued  existence  of  these  support 
servicei  and  thus,  die  viability  of  the 
farms  remaining  :r.  ihe  area? 

Substantial  reducticn  in  demand  for 

support  services  if  the  site  is 
converted — 10  points 
Some  reduction  in  demand  for  support 
services  if  the  site  is  converted — 9  to  l 
point(s) 

No  significant  reduction  in  demand  for 
support  services  if  the  site  is 
converted— 4  points 

(12)  Is  t.he  kind  end  ir tensity  of  the 
proposed  use  of  the  site  sufficiently 
incompatible  with  agriculture  :hat  It  is 
likelv  to  contribute  to  the  eventual 


iVitolize 
van  nuys 


greoter^  % 
van  nuys  area  ^ 
chamber 
of  commerce^  * 


1  financial  center  building 
14545  victory  boulevard 
van  nuys.  California  91411 
818/ 989-0300 


August  7,  1984 


J.  Eugene  Grigsby  III 
The  Planning  Group 
1728  Silverlake  Blvd. 

Los  Angeles,  CA  90026 

Re:  Air  National  Guard  Relocation 


Dear  Mr 


I  was  glad  to  see  that  the  Platinlng  tUroup  is  involved  in  the 
analysis  of  the  relocation  of  the  i4€th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
of  the  Air  National  Guard./ 

'  V. 

This  is  certainly  an  issue  in  'Mfcich  we  have  an  interest,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  consideratioji  of  the  "do  nothing"  alternatives. 
We  will  not  be  able-lfco  be  represented  at  the  scoping  meeting  sche¬ 
duled  later  this  oontK.  However,  we  definately  want  to  be  on  the 
mailing  list  and/'to  be  n^birmed  of  the  issues  that  are  raised  and 
the  timing  and-jiilireetio.a^ of  the  Guard's  anticipated  move. 

Ne  appreciate  1!^ur'%tteping  us  informed. 


Sincerely, > 

I 

Marcia  mdnick 
Project  Director 


MM:sr 

cc:  Master  Sergeant  Riley  Black 


the  administrative  center  of  the  san  fernando  valley 


Federal  Reaistef  /  Vol.  49.  No.  130  /  Thursday,  luly  5.  1984  /  Rules  and  Resulations 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
S^Conservation  Service 
7  CFR  Part  65S 

FiAland  Protection  Policy 

armcY:  Soil  Conservation  Service. 
.Agriculture. 

acgpw;  Final  rule. _ 

suwiARv:  This  achon  promulgates  a 
rule  for  ur.plementauon  of  the  Farmland 
Fraction  Policy  Act  Subtitle  I  of  Title 
Xwf  the  Aghc^mre  and  Food  Act  of 
IS^Pub.  L  97-98.  The  rale  will  add  a 
new  Part  633  to  Title  7  of  the  Code  of 
Fej^ral  Reflations  establishing  criteria 
fotlientifying  and  considerme  the 
efi^s  of  federal  programs  on  the 
conversion  of  farnlanolQ. 
nonagrirJtural  uses  and  idestifv'ing 
iecAical  assistance  to  age.ncies  of  state. 
fecBal  and  local  governments  that  will 
be"  rovtded  by  the  Department  of 
.Agheuirure. 


iVE  date:  This  rale  becomes 
ive  August  6. 1984. 


e Atart’.  USD.A  Land  L'se  Issues 
Group,  Soil  Conservation 


et: 

ECn  FUATHEA  rNPOAMATION  CONTACT: 
Howard  C.  Tankersiev.  Executive 

C  - 

Se.'^^ce.  P.O.  Box  2390.  Washington.  D.C. 
2S013.  telephone  202-382-1835. 
SuBjtMCNTAAY  infoamation:  A 
;rt^sed  rule  was  published  for  public 
csm.T.6nt  on  July  11  1983.  in  the  Federal 
Re^tster.  Vol.  48.  .Vo.  134.  pp.  31863- 
314i.  and  149  responses,  containing 
eds  of  comments,  were  received 
the  comment  period,  which  was 
joriginaiiy  set  to  expire  September  12. 
Kutttas  e.xtended  through  October  1. 
llSsBSee  Federal  Register.  September  2. 
196^.  39944).  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  made  a  number  of 
ch^Bes  and  additions  to  the  rale  as 
pressed  in  response  to  several  issues 
raim  in  the  comments.  Because  several 
of  these  modiHcations  will  have  the 
eff^of  limiting  the  scope  of  the  rale. 
Itheftpartment  considered  republishing 
ItbeWe  in  proposed  form  for  additional 
Icomments.  However,  since  the 
cance  of  the  changes  and 
ns  is  not  so  great  as  to  require 
'epublication.  it  has  been 
:e:ermined  that  any  benefit  that  could 
e  derived  from  additional  public 

does  not  warrant  further  delay  in 
t  ishing  an  effective  final  rule. 

1  most  important  additions  clarify 
now  the  scope  of  the  Act's 
ge  and  effect  from  the  scope  that 
r.templated  in  the  proposed  ruie. 
making  these  addition's  to  the 
Kromsed  rule,  the  Department  has  been 
paiSd  by  the  view  that  if  a  federal 


agency  should  deny  assistance  for  a 
project  on  e  certain  tract  solely  on  the 
basis  that  the  site  should  be  preserved 
for  egncultural  use.  this  denial  would 
affect  the  use  of  private  land  and  may 
not  be  consistent  with  local  zoning  or 
planning  policy.  The  rule  needed 
clarification  because  Congress  expressly 
provided  that  the  Act  would  not 
authorize  any  federal  regulation  of 
private  land  use.  Accordingly,  the 
Department  has  modified  the  rule  to 
eliminate  any  possibility  that  either  the 
Act  or  this  rule  will  cause  any  re^sal  of 
federal  assistance  to  pnvate  parties  and 
nonfederal  units  of  government 
Similarly,  the  Department  has 
redrafted  ;he  ruie  to  insure  mat  actions 
by  federal  ageneies~\»'fl.*~ comport  with — 
^cal  zoning  decision^ade~tb  p^rrmT 
urban  deveiopme-nf  on  prime  farmland. 
“"In'enacdng  the  Farmland  Protection 
Policy  .Act  Congress  found  that  the 
.N'ation's  farmland  was  “a  unique  naniral 
resource"  and  that  each  year,  "a  large 
amount  of  the  Nation's  farmland”  was 
being  "irrevocabiy  convened  from 
actual  or  potential  agnculmral  use  to 
nonagnnltural  use.”  in  many  cases  as  a 
result  of  actions  taken  or  assisted  by  the 
Federal  Gove.*nment  The^eneraL. 
pu.'poie  of  the  Act  is  to  "mininize  the 
e.xte.nt"  of  the  role  of  .'e'derai  prdgra'me 
b_lhe  conversion  of  farmland  to' 
nonagncaltural  uses  and  to  "assure  that 
federal  programs  are  administered  in  a 
manner  that,  to  the  extent  practicable.' 
wul  be  coffipa^ie~with  state.  ucit“oi 
local  government  and  private  programs 
an'd  polides'to’protect  farmland.’”” 
fsecaon  1540(b)  of  the  Act).  TheTict 
directs  federal  agencies  to  "identify  and 
take  into  account  the  adverse  ejects  of 
federal  programs  on  the  preservation  of 
farmland:  consider  alternative  actions, 
as  appropnate,  that  could  lessen  such 
adverse  effects:  and  assure  that  such 
federal  programs,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  are  compatible  with  state, 
unit  of  local  government,  and  phv'ate 
programs  and  policies  to  protect  • 
farmland.”  In  order  to  guide  the  federal 
agencies  in  this  task,  section  lS41(a]  of 
the  Act  directs  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  in  cooperation  with  other 
depanments.  agencies,  independent 
commissions  and  other  units  of  the 
Federal  Government,  to  "develop 
critena  for  identifying  the  effects  of 
federal  programs  on  the  conversion  of 
farmland  to  conagricuitural  uses"  for  the 
use  of  all  "departments,  agencies, 
independent  commissions  and  other 
units  of  the  Federal  Gove.'nment”  whose 
programs  may  affect  farmland.  This  rule 
for  implementation  of  the  Act 
establishes  the  criteria  required  by 
section  2541(a)  of  the  Act  for  identifvnng 
the  effects  of  federal  programs  on  the 


conversion  of  farmland  to 
Donagricultural  uses,  provides 
guidelines  for  program  asencies'  use  of 
these  criteria,  and  identifies  technical 
assistance  that  will  be  provided  by  the 
Department  to  agencies  of  federal,  state, 
and  local  governments  pursuant  to  the 
Act 

For  purposes  of  the  Act.  "farmland"  is 
either  "prime  farmland."  "unique 
farmland."  or  other  farmland  “that  is  of 
statewide  or  local  importance."  All  three 
of  these  types  of  “farmland"  are  defined 
by  section  lS40(c)(l)  of  the  Act. 

Both  the  Act  and  this  rule  apply  only 
to  federal  agencies  or  their  proB.’-a.ms 
that  might  convert  farmland.  Where  no 
federal  activity  is  involved,  the  .Act  does 
not  apply.  .Neither  the  Act  nor  this  rule 
requires  a  federal  agency  to  modify  any 
project  solely  to  avoid  or  minimize  the 
effects  of  co.n version  of  farmland  to 
nonagrirjltural  uses.  The  Act  merely 
requires  that  before  taking  or  approving 
any  action  that  would  result  in 
conversion  of  farmland  as  defined  in  the 
Act  the  agency  e.xamines  the  effects  of 
the  action  using  the  cnter.a  set  forth  in 
the  rule,  and  tf  there  are  adverse  effects, 
consider  alternatives  to  lessen  them. 

The  agency  would  still  have  discretion 
to  proceed  vMth  a  project  that  would 
conve.n  farmland  to  nonag.*-.cult'.ral  uses 
once  the  examination  required  by  the 
Act  has  been  completed.  Congress 
iflduded  in  the  .Ac:  a  provision,  sectiun 
1547(a).  assuring  lando-vners  that  t.he 
.Act  "does  not  authorize  the  Federal 
Government  in  any  way  to  regulate  the 
use  of  private  or  nonfecerai  land,  or  in 
any  way  affect  the  propeny  rights  of 
owmers  of  such  land."  Finally,  section 
1548  stales  expressly  that  the  Act  "shall 
not  be  deemed  to  provide  a  basis"  for 
any  litigation  ‘'challencing  a  federal  - 
project,  program,  or  other  activity  that 
may  affect  farmland." 

T^e  Depanment  received  149 
responses  to  the  publication  of  the 
proposed  rule  on  July  11  1983.  Of  these. 
18  were  from  federal  aae.-.cics.  42  from 
state  agencies.  19  from  local  units  of 
gove.Time.nt.  60  from  national,  state  and 
local  public  interest  organizations,  and 
10  were  from  i..dividual$  or  firms. . 
Where  possible,  com.ments  contained  in 
the  responses  were  categorized 
according  to  that  section  oi  Jie  proposed 
rule  to  which  they  applied.  Others  were 
caiegonzed  as  general  comments.  All 
comments  were  summarized  to  identify 
the  issues  or  concerns  expressed. 

Each  response  was  carefully  studied 
and  the  rule  has  been  modified  w  here 
possible  and  where  such  modincations 
are  consistent  with  the  Act.  Foilowmg 
are  the  most  important  chanses  w  hich 
were  made  to  ttie  ruie  as  published  i.n 


CITY  OF 

:naro 


PLANNING  AND  BUILDING  SERVICES  •  305  W.  THIRD  STREET  •  OXNARD,  CA  93030  •  (805)  984-4657 
■ciMioi.M*ccio.  nuCTCM  August  8»  1984 


Master  Sergeant  Riley  Black 

Assistant  Public  Affairs  Officer  ji 

146th  Tactical  Airlift-Wing  t 

Air  National  Guard 

8030  Balboa  Boulevard  ^  "  "  -- 

Los  Angeles,  California  91404  % 

C’  ^ 

Dear  Sergeant  Black: 

Re:..  Response  to  Notice  of  Preparation  for  Relo^tlfig  146th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing  ^  ^ 

•In  the  letter  from  your  consultant  (The  planning  Gnmp)  dated  July '28,  the 
City  of  Oxnard  was  invited  to  participote  in  the  environmental  analysis 
process  for  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  from 
Van  Nuys  Airport  to  the  Naval  Air  Stetion  at  ^int  Hugu. 

As  part  of  the  analysis,  we  request  that  consideration  be  given  to  several 
topics  in  the  EIR/EIS  as  follows: 

1.  Methods  used  to  minimize  practice  VFR  and  IFR  approaches  by  the  146th 
Tactical  Airlift  Wing  to  Oxnard  Airport  as  a  means  of  mitigating  noise 
impacts  on  surrounding  .urban ^Jreas  within  the  City  of  Oxnard. 

2.  Evaluation  of  ijjwcts  Of  projected  aircraft  noise  on  existing  and  future 
urban  developmerit  that  owl d  occur  in  conformance  with  provisions  of 
adopted  plans  atri  puJiCTes  for  the  easterly  and  southerly  portions 

of  Oxnard. t .  N* 


3.  Evaluatie'it  of  cumulative  impacts  of  the  entire  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
facility  oii  all  tiasic  urban  and  community  support  services  of  the 
City  of  Oxliard.  This  evaluation  should  include  quantification  of 
any  additional  services  that  would  have  to  be  provided  by  the  City 
of  Oxnard' BOd  measures  necessary  to  mitigate  identified  Impacts. 

In  addition,  the  relationship  of  the  total  cumulative  impacts  should 
be  evaluated  in  terns  of  the  applicable  adopted  plans  of  the  City  of 
Oxnard  and  adjoining  entities.  The  evaluation  of  cumulative  impacts 
should  also  include  any  other  expansion  projects  being  planned  for 
Implementation  at  Point  Hugu. 

4.  Evaluation  of  impacts  of  the  proposed  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  facility 
location  or  operation  on  the  flora  and  fauna  associated  with  and/or 
dependent  upon  Mugu  Lagoon. 


fVSgt.  R17ey  Black 


-2- 


August-8.  1984 


5.  Beneficial  Impacts  of  the  proposed  relocation  to  the  City  of  Oxnard 
should  be  included  and  quantified. 


If  you  or  your  consultants  have  any  questions  about  these  requests,  please 
■contact  Mr.  Ralph  Steele  of  the  Planning  and  Building  Services  Department 
At  18Q5) 984-4657.  : 


Richard  J.  Director! 

Planning^tnd  Butting  Services 


RJM:RJS:ch" 

cc:  City  Manager 

Principal  Planner 
Senior  Planner 

County  of  Ventura,  RHA  Dii^ctor. 

City  of  Camarillo,  Planning  Director 
City  of  Port  Hueneme,  hfqnniiig  Director 
The  Planning  Group,  Attorlggene  Grigsby 


Thursday 
Juiy  5,  1964 


Part  III 

Department  of 
Agriculture 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
7  CFR  Part  658 

Farmiand  Protection  Policy;  Final  Rule 

\ 


Ipty  of  tot  Angoitt  Dtpartmtnt  of  Airports  1  world  way.  Los  Angelas.  California  90009  *(213)  646-5252  Telex  65-3413 
Tom  Bradley.  Mayor 


ItyofI 

Tom  Brae 

I 

■eefOef 

AiiportC 

Isabeth 

jQtmniaL 

Vice 

^ryLou 

KmueiG 

UnmattC 

Clifton  A. 

^eneralt 


Aiipert  Commieaionare 

tbeth  K.  Anratrong 
President 
mia  L.  Cocfwen.  Jr. 
Vice  President 
^ry  Lou  Crocken 
■unuei  Greenberg 
Hrvnett  C.  McGaughey 

Clifton  A.  Moore 
general  Manager 


August  29,  1984 


Eugene  Grigsby 
The  Planning  Group 
1728  Sllverlake  Boulevard 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90026 


Dear  Mr.  Grigsby:  ^ 

Thank  you  for  the  opportuafty  to  eotanent  on  the  proposed  Air 
National  Guard  move  from  Van  .jNuys  Airport.  Departmental  staff 
has  no  specific  comments  to  mlnke  ft  this  time.  However, 
continued  informat  ion,  on  the  pr^ress  of  the  environmental 
assessment  would  be  apj^rgclaUli* 

/  /  " 

It  is  further  refiiesttd  tliat  the  Department  be  kept  on  the 
list  to  receive  dll  pertinent  documents  and  materials  generated 
during  the  p;4ce*s1’/ig  of  this  project. 

^  Sincerely, 


Maorice  Z.  Laham^^!;? 
Airport  Environiifctwl  Planner 


MZL/EF6:jr 

cc:  W.  M.  Schoenfeld 


M 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

24000  Avila  Road 

laguna  Niguel,  California  92677 


p-rri’.fCQ 
OC'  1 
PRC  LI 


Septenber  26«  1964 


Mr.  Michael  Benner 

PRC  Biglneerlng 

972  Town  and  Country  Road 

P.O.  Box  5367 

Orange,  California  92667 


Re: 


Coisments  on  Propoaed  EIS/R  for  Propoaed  RelocatloC^f 
Airlift  Vlng  to  Point  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station 


Tactical 


Dear  Mr.  Benner: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  September  11,  1984  andllDur  recent  telephone 
conservations  with  staff  biologists  at  the  Jagunl’^lllfu^l  Field  Office,  ve 
provide  the  following  remarks.  ~ 

1.  Proposed  Relocation  Site  /. 

Although  this  site  Is  located  In  existing  agrleultural  land.  It  Is  adjacent 
and  contiguous  with  wetlands  of  Mugu  La^iimni  Point  Mugu  Duck  Club,  and  the 
channel  associated  with  the  Ormond  Beach  imtlands.  Mitigation  for  unavoidable 
habitat  losses  during  construction,^  oferatfens,  and  subsequent  maintenance 
activities  at  this  site  will  need  tn,  bO  Jtrovlded  prior  to  and/or  concurrent 
with  this  development. 

2.  Biological  Resources  il^ith'itn  the’^oject  Area 

Ihe  uplands  at  the  end  (df  the  aiH|  runway  are  used  by  resident  and  migratory 
raptors  and  mter~assdn|,atad  blj^s.  Including  shoreblrds  and  waterfowl,  teall 
mammals  (e.g.  mlce.^hrcwa.  v^lws)  found  In  this  upland  area  provide  prey  for 
such  raptor  specie#  adrlred^alled  hawk,  northern  harrier,  and  prairie  falcon. 

In  the  vlclnltjjr.of^he  pro5ect  site,  associated  with  the  duck  poods,  the 
Federal  llst^  emdahgiarcd  salt  marsh  bird's  beak  (Cordylanthus  marltlmus 
var.  marltlips)  his  been  observed.  It  may  be  necessary  to  survey  the  project 
sites  for  thiil  jplant .  If  any  plants  are  located,  consultation  under  Section  7 
of  the  Eodangerlil:  Species  Act  should  be  consider^  and  measures  should  be 
described  which  ilibld  avoid  adverse  Impacts  to  this  endangered  plant. 


3.  Mitigation  Suggestions 

In  our  review  of  mitigation  measures,  we  would  like  to  see  proposals  to: 

1)  prevent  deterioration  of  water  quality,  2)  restore  wetland  habitats, 

3)  discourage  bird  usage  by  attracting  the  birds  away  from  the  facilities, 
and  4)  divert  waterfowl  flight  patterns  especially  during  the  hunting  season. 


All  these  items  ere  general  suggestions,  as  we  are  unsure  of  the  full  scope 
of  the  proposed  activities  in  your  brief  letter.  We  suggest  that  you  provide 
a  preliminary  draft  of  the  proposed  DEIS/R  for  our  early  input.  It  is  sug¬ 
gested  that  you  have  the  applicant  request  a  List  of  Candidate  and  Listed 
Endangered  Species  from  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service’s  Ebdnagered  Species  Office 
in  Sacramento  at  2800  Cottage  Way,  Room  E-1823,  Sacramento,  California  95823 
(Telephone  (916)  48A-4935). 


We  hope  that  this  information  has  assisted  you  in  your  preparation  of  the 
DEIS/R.  If  you  should  need  additional  Information,  contact  John  Wolfe 
or  me  at  (714)  831-4270. 

Sincerely  yours. 
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RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY 


Victor  R.  Husbands 
Agencv  Director 


(805)  654-2661 
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September  25,  1984 


Master  Sergeant  Riley  Black 
146tb  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Air  National  Guard 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Los  Angeles,  CA  91404 

Dear  Sergeant  Black: 

Ventura  County  Comments  on  Notice  o 
Relocation  of  Air  National  Guard  ^ 


Blrepal’jition  EIR  for 
T«.ctical  Airlift  Wing 


The  above  referenced  environmentai  jdoboBent  has  been  reviewed  by 
appropriate  Ventura  County  agemcies:  ^ecific  reviewing  agency 
comments  are  attached.  Please^,  respond  to  the  comments  as  required  by 
the  California  EnvironmentalcJl^ttality  Act.  All  responses  should  be 
addressed  to  the  commenting  'igency  a  copy  to  the  Residential  Land 
Use  Section,  Resource  Management  Agency. 


Sincerely, 


. 

Victor  R.  HusbdlidS!^ 

Director 
VRH:11 
Attachmeritgi 
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BOO  South  Victoria  Averfue,  Ventura,  CA  93009 


County  of  Ventum 
RESOURCE  KARAGEKENT  AGENCY 
MEMORANDUM 


Nancy  Settle 
Scott  Johnson 


r 


September  14#  1984 


Relocation  of  the  Air  National  Guard,  146th^l!actical 
Airlift  Wing,  to  Point  Mugu  >  Notice  of^^jparation 


To: 

Prom: 

Subject: 


APCD  staff  has  reviewed  the  subject  dociment  and  re»|^ends^>n  air 
quality  impact  analysis  be  prepared  to  addres^^he  imi^^t  of  the 
project  on  air  quality  and  consistency  with  t1^jAlT^%iAlity  Management 
Plan  (AQHP).  ^ 

The  proposed  transfer  of  the  Air  Natiopial  £uNtd'8^46th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing  to  the  Point  Mugu  Naval  jClx*  Station  tsay  result  in  an 
increase  in  the  number  of  flight  ope^ationa  conducted  by  the  Air 
National  Guard  in  Ventura  County,  /iaisftiona .-generated  by  an  increase 
in  the  number  of  military  flight  ojaratioiui  in  Ventura  County  have  not 
been  included  in  1982  AQHP  emliaion'lEDxaoBSts.  Moreover,  the  AQHP  has 
not  identified  measures  to  i^t'igate  aircraft  emissions.  Therefore,  any 
additional  emissions  associ^i^  with  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
flight  operations  conducted  by"“‘abB  Air  National  Guard  at  the  Point  Mugu 
Naval  Air  Station  would'be  inconsistent  with  the  1982  AQHP. 

Depending  on  the  ampimt  o^jtatiMions  associated  with  the  increase  in 
personnel,  the  nvm^r  o^  ladings  and  take-offs  and  other  additional 
emission  sources^  alvseiat^l^iwith  the  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Ving,  the  ^ 
proposed  projejo^  mfiy^^Ve 'a  significant  adverse  impact  on  air  quality.' 
In  July  1983^'the  Jliiiitum  County  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  the 
"Guidelines  fair  the  i^paration  of  Air  Quality  Impact  Analyses". 
According -■%O.Jbh^!‘^|ll«idelines,  any  project  emitting  13.7  tons  per  year  of 
reactiyj|  org^ic  etMupounds  (ROC)  or  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  will 
individwi;|,ily'  and  cumulatively  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  air 
quality. 

APCD  staff  recommends  the  air  quality  impact  analysis  be  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  Guidelines  referenced  above.  The  air  quality 
analysis  should  consider  ROC  and  NOx  emissions  generated  by: 


1 .  The  increase  in  vehicular  traffic  associated  with  Air  National  Guard 
personnel  commuting  to  the  Point  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station. 


2.  The  increase  in  the  number  of  flight  operations  conducted  by  the  Air 
National  Guard  from  the  Point  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station. 


Stationary  emission  sources  associated  with  the  Air  National  Guard 
facility  at  the  Point  Hugu  Naval  Air  Station  such  as  fuel  depots  and 
fuel  burning  equipment  of  at  least  one-million  BTU'a  or  one-hundred 
horsepower. 

Emissions  associated  with  the  Air  National  Guard  personnel  commuting  to 
the  Point  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station  should  be  calculated  using  the 
procedure  outlined  in  Appendix  B  to  the  Guidelines.  Emissions 
generated  by  the  projected  increase  in  the  number  of  flighty  Operations 
conducted  by  the  Air  National  Guard  at  the  Point  Mugu  N§!r&l  Air  Station 
should  be  determined  using  emission  factors  contained  ^  AppenAix  L 
(pages  224-225)  to  the  1982  Ventura  County  Air  Qualii^ Hinagenest  Plan. 
Missions  generated  by  any  stationary  emission  soureas  should  be 
calculated  using  emission  factors  contained  in  EPA'^^'^blication  AP-42, 
"Compilation  of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors*^  Addil^Bnallyi  A 
CALINE  3  model  should  be  used  to  determine  car^n  diOiXide  (CO)  emission 
levels  associated  with  the  Increase  in  veh^ular^xa^ic  on  major 
streets  and  intersections  surrounding  the  Naval  Air  Station 

due  to  the  additional  personnel.  \ 

If  the  air  quality  analysis  indicates" the  “project  will  have  a 
significant  adverse  Impact  on  air  quality,  mitigation  measures  should 
be  identified  and  emission  reductionpi  calculated  for  each  measure  based 
on  the  project  completion  date.^.-?;.  \ 

If  you  have  any  questions,  plsaae  Heentact  Chuck  Thomas  of  my  staff  at 
654-2799. 


< 
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County  of  Vcmura 
PLANNING  DIVISION 


MEMORANDUM 


To:  . 

Nancv  Settle 

n«f*-  Seotember  7.  1984 

Frofn:  . 

Jeff  Walker 

Subject: . 

NOP  for  Air  National 

^uard  Relocation 

The  following  provides  a  suinfflary  of  ny  comments  and  those  provided  by  Todd.  The 
exact  location  of  the  200  -  250  acres  required  for  the  relocation  is  unknown  at 
this  time,  so  the  comments  are  somewhat  general. 


1 


1.  Loss  of  agricultural  land  (see  Federal  Reg.  7  CFR  Part  658,  July  5, 
1984,  Part  3,  Dept,  of  Agriculture). 

2.  Impacts  (noise,  dust,  increase  population,  etc.)  on  surrounding 
agricultural  land. 

3.  Impacts  on  game  preserve  adjacent  to  Navy  base. 

4.  Increased  flooding  potential  and  impacts  on  Hugu  Lagoon  due  to 
additional  run-off  from  facility. 


5.  Impacts,  such  as  noise,  on  surrounding  residences  and  Mugu  State  Park. 


6.  Traffic  impacts. 


7. 


8. 


Potential  need  for  approval  from  Coastal  Commission  because  of  impacts 


in  Coastal  Zone.  ' 


h  ’  '  • 

r  f  t  ; 


Possible  growth  inducing  impacts  depending  on  the  growth  of  the  Airlift 
Wing. 


9.  Offsite  demands  and  impacts  from  the  possible  1500  people  coming  in  for 
weekend  duty. 

10.  What  kinds  of  impacts  could  be  expected  from  a  full-scale  practice 
"alert",  and  how  many  such  practices  could  be  expected  each  year? 


11.  Visual  impacts. 

12.  Will  there  be  any  explosive  materials  stored  on  the  site  like  there  is 
at  the  Hugu  Navy  Base? 

13.  Air  Quality  impacts  to  the  Oxnard  Plain  Airshed.  Does  the  AQMP  provide 
for  such  a  facility? 


NS: 11: 161 
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United  States 
liL/LJ;!  Department  of 
Apriculture 


Conservation  262S  Chiles  Road 

Service  Davis,  CA  93616 

(916)  A49-2E4B 


Subject:  LEG  AFF  -  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  Date:  July  13,  1984 


To:  Persons  Interested  in  Farmland  Protection  File  Code:  320 


Attached  is  the  Final  Rule  for  implementing  the  "Farmland  Protection  Policy 
Act".  Subtitle  I,  PL  97-98. 

The  USDA  employees  in  field  locations  will  receive  training  in  their 
responsibilities  relative  to  the  implementation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
later  this  summer. 

In  the  interim,  please  direct  your  questions  concerning  the  Final  Rule  to: 


Darvyn  Briggs 
2828  Chiles  Road 
Davis,  CA  95616 
Phone:  (916)  449-2849 


DASWH  H.  BRIGGS,  Chairr.an 

DSDA's  California  Land  Use  Comittee 


'Attachment 


\ 
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conversion  of  surrounding  farmland  to 
nonagricultural  use? 

Proposed  project  is  incompatible  with 
existing  agriculniral  use  of 
surrounding  farmland— 10  points 
Proposed  project  is  tolerable  to  existing 
agricultural  use  of  surrounding 
farmland— 9  to  1  point(s) 

Proposed  project  is  fully  compatible 
with  existing  agricultural  use  of 
surrounding  farmland— 4  points 
(c)  Corridor-type  Site  Assessment 
Criteria.  The  following  criteria  are  to  be 
used  for  projects  that  have  a  linear  or 
corridor-type  site  configure  bon 
connecting  two  distant  points,  and 
crossing  several  different  tracts  of  land. 
These  include  utility  lines,  highways, 
railroads,  stream  improvements,  and 
flood  control  systems.  Federal  agencies 
are  to  assess  the  suitability  of  each 
corridor-type  site  or  design  altemabve 
for  protecbon  as  farmland  along  with 
the  land  evaluabon  infonnabon 
described  in  §  653.4(a].  All  criteria  for 
corridor-type  sites  be  scored  as 
shown  in  $  6S8.S(b]  for  other  sites, 
except  as  noted-below: 

(1)  Criteria  5  and  6  will  not  be 
considered. 

(2)  Cnterion  8  will  be  scored  on  a 
scale  of'O  to  25  points,  and  cnterion  11 
will  be  scored  on  a  scale  of  0  to  25 
points. 

§€58.6  Teehnieslaeatatanesu 

(a)  Secbon  1543  of  the  Act  7  U.S.C 
4204  states,  ’The  Secretary  is 
encouraged  to  provide  techrucal 
assistance  to  any  state  or  unit  of  local 
government  or  any  nonprofit 
organizabon.  as  determined  by  the 


} 


Secretary,  that  desires  to  develop 
programs  or  polices  to  limit  the 
conversion  of  productive  farmland  to 
nonagricultural  uses."  In  i  2.62.  of  7  CFR 
Part  2.  Subtitle  A.  SCS  is  delegated 
leadership  responsibility  within  USOA 
for  the  acbvities  treated  in  this  part 

(b)  In  providing  assistance  to  states, 
local  units  of  government  and  nonprofit 
organizabons.  USDA  will  make 
available  maps  and  other  soils 
information  from  the  nabonal 
cooperabve  soil  survey  through  SCS 
.held  offices. 

(c)  Addibonal  assistance,  within 

available  resources,  may  be  obtained 
from  local  offices  of  other  USDA 
agencies.  The  Agricultural  Stabilizabon 
and  Conservation  Service  and  the  Forest 
Service  can  provide  aerial  photographs, 
crop  history  data,  and  related- 
informabon.  A  reasonable  fee  may  be 
charged.  In  many  states,  the  i 

Cooperative  Extension  Service  can 
provide  help  in  understanding  and^- 
identif>'ing  farmland  protecbon  tssnia 
and  problems,  resolving  conflicts.  \ 
developing  alternatives,  decidhig  on 
appropriate  actions,  and  impliqienting ' 
those  decisions.  ^ 

(dl  Officials  of  state  a|eiccies.lDeal 
units  of  government,  nonprofit 
organizabons.  or  regiotial.  aUtiL  state- 
level  or  field  offices  of  fedml  atfencies 
may  obtain  assistaiijp;  by  cbniacting  die 
office  of  the  SCS  stale  cbiiarv^iittionist 
A  list  of  Soil  ^nservhtton  Service  state 
office  locitliohs  appears  in  Appendix  A. 
Secbon  6614  of  Title.  If  further 
assistance  is1a(|eded,;requests  should  be 
made  to  the  As'ili^ttnt  Secretary  for 
Nittoal  Resousees  and  Environment. 


Office  of  the  Secretary.  Department  at 
Agnculture.  Washmgton.  D.C  20250. 

}  €5a.7  USOA  aaalatanee  with  leocral 
agencies'  rcviewt  of  peiloes  and 
pracedurea, 

(a)  Secbon  lS42(a)  of  the  Act.  7  U.S.C. 
4203.  stales.  "Each  department,  agency, 
independent  commission  or  other  unit  of 
the  Federal  Government,  with  the 
assistance  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  shall  review  current 
provisions  of  taw.  administrative  rules 
and  regulations,  and  policies  and 
procedures  applicable  to  it  to  determine 
whether  any  provision  thereof  will 
prevent  unit  of  the  Federal 
Govenunliu  from  taking  appropriate 
acb^  to  bbiiiply  fully  with  the 
prgvieHMU  of  this  subbde.” 

USDA  IfllQ  provide  cenain 
^4ssis|lnce  to  o%er  federal  agencies  for 
Ibe  pdfpfiiei  specified  in  section  1542  of 
Act.  7  U.S.C.  4203.  If  a  federal 
agisgijiar  identifies  or  suggests  changes  in 
laws.odminisirative  rules  and 
■-^n^ations.  policies,  or  procedures  that 
may  affect  the  agency's  compliance  with 
the  Act  USDA  can  advise  the  agency  of 
the  probable  effects  of  the  changes  on 
the  protection  of  farmland.  To  request 
this  assistance,  officials  of  federal 
agencies  should  comespond  with  the 
Chief.  Soil  Conservation  Service.  P.O. 
Box  26S0.  Washington.  D  C.  20013. 

Dated:  June  2a  ISM. 
foba  B.  Ciowell.  jr. 

Assistant  Seereiory  for  Nawroi  Aesoureet 

and  Enrironmeni 

(FK  Doc.  •4.17W*  »«$  oBj 
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STEPS  IN  THE  PROCESSIN  '  ,1E  FARMLAND  AND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING  FORM 


Step  1  -  Federal  agencies  involved  in  proposed  projects  that  may  convert  farmland,  as  defined  in  the  Farmland  Protection 

Klicy  Act  (FPPA)  to  nonagticuiniial  uses,  will  initially  complete  Pans  I  and  III  of  the  form. 

!p  2  -  Originator  will  send  copies  A.  B  and  C,  together  with  maps  indicating  locations  of  sitefs),  to  the  SoJ  Conservation 
Service  (SCS)  local  field  office  and  retain  copy  D  for  their  files.  (Note:  SCS  has  a  field  office  in  most  counties  in  the  U.S.  The 

I  Id  office  is  usually  located  in  the  county  seat.  A  list  of  field  office  locations  are  available  from  the  SCS  State  Conservauomst 
each  state). 

Step  3  -  SCS  wiQ,  within  4S  calendar  days  after  receipt  of  form,  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  site(s)  of  the  pro- 

Ied  project  contains  prime,  unique,  statewide  or  local  imporunt  farmland. 

p  4  -  In  cases  where  farmland  covered  by  the  FPPA  will  be  converted  by  the  proposed  project,  SCS  field  offices  will  com¬ 
plete  Parts  II,  IV  and  V  of  the  form.  ^ 

«’P  5  —  SCS  will  retum  copy  A  and  B  of  the  form  to  the  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  projects  (Copy  C  will  be  retained  for 
S  records).  .  4  ' 

|ftp  6  —  The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  will  complete  Parts  VI  and  Vllisf  the  form. 

step?  —  The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  wiH  make  a  determination  as ilO  whether  the  proposed  conver¬ 
sion  is  consistent  with  the  FPP.^  and  the  agency's  internal  polices.  £  g  - 

H  INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  COMPLETING  THE  FARMLAND  CONVE^ION  IMPACT  RATING  FOR.M 


I:  In  completing  the  “County  And  State”  questions  liA  all  th«  local  governments  that  are  responsible 
^  local  land  use  controls  where  site(s)  are  to  be  equated. 

% 

ft  in :  In  completing  item  B  (Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirectly),  include  the  following: 

Acres  not  being  directly  converted  but  that  wQtHld  no  longer  be  capable  of  being  farmed  after  the  conver- 

Jn,  because  the  conversion  would  restrict  access  to  them. 

Acres  planned  to  receive  services  from  an  infrastructure  project  as  indicated  in  the  project  justification 
(e.g.  highways,  utilities)  that  will  cause  a  direct  conversion. 

J/ 

t  VI:  Do  not  complete  Fart  VI  if  a  loCBl  site  assetsment  is  used. 

%  ■ 

/Bign  the  maximum  points  for  each  Bite  nssessment  criterion  as  shown  in  §658.5(b)  of  CFR.  In  cases  of 
c^pidor-type  projects  such  as  traaspor^tion,  powerJine  and  flood  control,  criteria  #5  and  #6  will  not  apply 
and  will  be  weighted  zero,  howafcr*  Criterion  #8  will  be  weighted  a  maximum  of  25  points,  and  criterion 

11  a  maximum  of  25  pointSj.^ 

>  •  /  1 

lividuaJ  Federal  agencies  the  national  level,  may  assign  relative  weights  among  the  13  site  assessment 

«'  eria  other  than  those  shown#  the  FPPA  rule.  In  all  cases  where  other  weights  are  assigned,  relative  adjust- 
its  must  be  made  to  maintain  the  maximum  total  weight  points  at  1 60. 

In  rating  alternative  sites.  Federal  agencies  shall  consider  each  of  the  criteria  and  assign  points  within  the 

aits  established  in  the  FPPA  rule.  Sites  most  suitable  for  protection  under  these  criteria  will  receive  the 
best  total  scores,  and  sites  least  suitable,  the  lowest  scores. 

gvn:  In  computing  the  “Total  Site  Assessment  Points”,  where  a  State  or  local  site  assessment  is  used 
the  total  maximum  number  of  points  is  other  than  160,  adjust  the  site  assessment  points  to  a  base  of  160. 
mple:  if  the  Site  Assessment  maximum  is  200  points:  and  alternative  Site  “A”  is  rated  180  points: 

“Wtal  points  assigned  Site  A  *  180  x  160  *  144  points  for  Site  “A.” 

Ijlximum  points  possible  200 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
HCADQUAnTCRS  220  COMBAT  SUPPORT  CROUP  (SAC) 
MARCH  AIR  PORCE  BASE.  CA  USIS 
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684 

PRC  -  p  &  D 


PRC  Engineering 
ATTN:  Michael  A.  Benner 
972  Town  &  Country  Road 
P.  0.  Box  5367 
Orange  CA  92667 

Dear  Mr  Benner 

The  information  you  requested  In  your  13  Nov  84 
National  Guard  follows: 
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6.608 
7.000 
7.000 
7.000 
6.429 
5.987 
6.208 
6.290 
5.976  . 
5,66^^ 


the  Van  Nuys  A1 


Total 

These  figures  4^ 
during  caleMtir, 


Sincere!' 


"njr 

m3. 


Inbound,  outbound,  touch  and  go.  and  approaches 


MARY  I.  SIMO^ 

Chief.  Docum^atlon  Branch 
Base  A^lnl  strati  on 
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CITY  OF  CAMARILLO 


•Ot  CAKMXN  OBIVS 
»  O  BOX  BM 
CAMABtUO.  CAUXOBNIA  SOOIO 
(■08J  «M-M8i 


OFFICB  or  TBS  MATOa 


August *10,  1984 


Mr.  Eugene  Grigsby 
The  Planning  Group 
1728  Sllverlake  Boulevard 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90026 

Dear  Mr.  Grigsby: 

/:  . . .  . 

The  following  Is  a  list  of  Issues  and.cbneems  of  the  City  of 
Camarillo  relating  to  the  relocation  of^the  146th  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing  from  Van  Nuys  with  l^olnt  Mugu  NAS  as  one  of  the 
alternates.  The  City  Council  fel^  a  thorough  examination 

of  these  issues  would  assist  ^e  ctnor^  and  decisionmakers 
in  understanding  the  Impactf  usoclated  with  such  a  proposal. 


What  woul4"noiiie  nvels  over  Camarillo  be  under  the 


Noise  Impacts 

a.  What  Is  prefent^it^^lon  over  Camarillo? 
proposal 

c.  What  JTOulJl  nolee  levels  over  Camarillo  be  for  alternate 
assigned  aircraft  (l.e.,  C>141B  or  F>16)7 

Opera^^^^ 

a.  Ahx on  flying  hours  as  well  as  maintenance  run 
■ups7\,:}{ow  much  approach,  touch  and  go  training  will 
occur  at  Point  Mugu  versus  present  activity? 


b.  Would  flight  paths  be  over  residences,  schools  or 
large  crowd  areas? 

c.  What  will  be  the  normal  flight  patterns? 
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3. 


4. 


5. 


6. 


7. 


8. 


9. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


d.  Vhat  Is  the  number  and  mix  of  flight  operations  now? 
Vhat  will  be  the  ntanber  and  mix  of  flight  operations 
after  transfer? 


a.  Will  there  be  an  increase  in  transient  military  air- 
'  craft  due  to  unit's  relocation  and  maintenance  support 
capability?  4 

Will  an  EIS  be  required  if  unit  converts  to  F-16,  or 

other  aircraft? 

Any  low  level  training,  missed  approach.^  local  area 

training  requirements  that  would  be  over  BliAidehlial  areas? 

What  is  the  possibility  of  an  tncreas^  in.jiuD^ers  of  aircraft 
assigned  to  the  146  TAW?  ^ 

Compatibility/conflict  of  airspace 

Is  there  a  need  to  update  air4traf£ic  control  in  the  area  at 
Camarillo  Airport?  at  Oxnard  Aixpo^? 

Are  utilities  adequate  to  se^i^e  expansion? 

M  " 

Will  Mugu  Lagoon  be  im^ctad?  ^ 


What  effect  will  tha  trans^r  have  on  air  quality? 


Any  danger  from  Mikz&‘ 
transportation!--" 

Are  roads  a^qukte  b 


us  cargo  both  in  the  air  and  ground 


expected  traffic? 

Will  flre^uppieMion  missions  be  continued  and  Point  Mugu 
used  as  ^  Dise  or^operatlon? 


What 


I'c  expected  on  housing? 


What  im^cts  are  expected  on  schools,  both  enrollment  and 
'noise  nn  sihool  sites? 


15.  Will  land  be  removed  from  agriculture  and  if  so  what  is  the 
significance? 

16.  What  are  the  on-base  construction  and  facility  requirements? 

17.  What  are  the  benefits  of  the  relocation? 
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18.  Vhat  are  the  cost  comparisons  of  relocation  to  aach  of  the 
proposed  sites? 

19..  Mho  will  be  the  hearing  body? 

20.  Vhat  agency  will  make  the  decision  on  relocatlcm? 

M"  ■  ^ 

21.  Vhat  Is  the  schedule  for  EIR  preparation,  |^iew».^earlngs , 

and  decision?  ^ 

Ve  appreciate  your  Invitation  to  participate  Inigthls^rocess  and 
desire  to  be  kept  Informed  of  future  hearj^s  anldii^eports . 

Sincerely,  - 


.  B.  Esty  / 
avor  / 


F.  B. 
Mayor 

FBE:s 


VOBLXC  SCOPING  ICETXNG 
13  August «  19B4 


146th  Tscticsl  Airlift  Wing  Proposed  Nelocstion  to  Pt.  Mugu 
WOULD  YOU  PLLASE  PAOVUE  ANSWEAS  TO  1HE  FOXXOWING  QUESTIONS? 


1)  Who  is  the  'lead  agency'  responsible  for  preparation  of  this  docuaient? 
Are  they  sufficiently  detadted  fron  this  proposal  to  provide  objective 
guidance  to  the  EZS  contractor? 


2)  Who  vill  Bake  the  relocation  decision?  Are  they  sufficiently  detached 
from  the  proposal  to  swke  an  objective  decision? 


3)  Why  was  PRC  selected  as  the  contractor  to  prepare  the  tflEf  Jind 
by  whom  were  they  selected? 


4}  Do  they  have  a  demonstrated  expertise  in  socioeconSjiic«^oia|a,  air  safety 
and  real  estate  valuation  ii^act  assessnent?  If  so,'''itet  is  it? 


5)  Bow  will  PRC  assess  noise  iapacts? 


€)  How  will  PRC  assess  air  safety  impacts?  Wi 

functions  be  developed  based  on  past  versi^jprojdl:tad  %ir  traffic? 


ion  probability 


7}  How  will  PRC  assess  property  value  ia^ctiY 


€ 


8]  The  nxmber  of  takeoffs/landings,  or^'^oints  of  origination"  are 

not  particularly  relevant  to  the  rcs^ten^  of  eastern  Camarillo.  The 
precise  number  of  flights,  t^/l  of  flights  and  times  of  flights  over 
eastern  Camarillo  ^  critical^  Since  training  flights  and  some  other 
flights  (e.g. ,  "touch  and  go")  li|e"»peated  "passes"  over  eastern 
Camarillo,  the  EIS  should:  precisely:^iquantify  those  numbers.  Are  those 
numbers  available  now?  A 

9)  When  the  C'130s  are  ,^^lMM(d%|;  the  near  future,  what  will  replace 
then  and  bow  loud  89  tbese  J^anes? 


10)  How  serious ly"%re|you"'‘iBOvisidering  the  "no-action  alternative"? 
Hill  the  ecdbfimic^lMiiWfits  of  its  selection  be  clearly  indicated 


in  the 


11) 


Why  is^pie  ||iSth  proposing  to  Bove?  Maintenance  problems  at  Van  Nuys? 
SecurityV;  Safety?  Threat  of  deactivation  when  new,  larger  transports 
XBpIace  the:|>‘130s  and  Van  Nuys  facilities  are  inadeqfuate  to  accomodate 
them? 


12) 


What  are  the  other  Air  National  Guard  units  in  the  LA  area  and  «rtiere 
are  they  located?  What  services  are  provided  by  the  146th  that 
are  not,  or  cannot  be  provided  by  other  Guard  units?  Hill  this  be 
discussed  in  the  EZS? 


fuhnitted  by 


Eugene  R.  Mancini 
Caosarillo,  California 


PDBLXC  SCOPZHG  MEETING 
13  Au^St,  1984 
CaBarillo,  California 


~  On  tha  PHOPOSED  RELOCAHON  OF  THE  146th  TACTICAL  AIHLZFT  WING  FACM 
VAN  NUTS  TO  PT.  MUGU,  CAMAAILLO,  CALZ7X>8NZA-> 

Ooanents  submittad  by: 

Eugana  R.  Mancini 
Caaarillo,  California 


Tha  following  cooDants  on  tha  proposad  Pt.  Mugu  ralocation^tamativa 
ara  subiaittad  pursuant  to  tha  raquiranants  of  both  tha  NEPA  and^QA  to 
fully  assats  all  iapacts  potantially  affacting  tha  quality  tbd  human 
anvironmant.  Thasa  cotmoants  will  focus  on  is^acts  associated  with ^^qjha  Pt. 

Mugu  glida  path  and  all  associatad  flight  activity  ovar  tj^  fpnily^asidantial 
V^as  of  aastem  Camarillo.  Zssuas  prasantad  hare  rafla^^conwtn  for 

1-  incramental  increases  in  siilitary  air  traffic  ovar  aaShun  CamArillo, 

2-  increased  risk  of  collisions  between  military  an^privaM/dpmmercial 
aircraft  over  eastern  Camarillo,  3«  noise  iapacts  a^tociahed  i^th  increased 
air  traffic,  and  4-  the  affects  of  these  variouSjis^Mjls  'on  Tesidential 
property  values. 

INCREMENTAL  INCREASES  IN  MILITARY  AIR  TRAFFI^’^ 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (;e15}  should  identify  the 
incremental  increase  in  the  numbers  and'types  jof  "illights,  types  of 
aircraft  (e.g. ,  jets,  helicopter,  cargo,  1|^te»)»  'And  precise  flight  paths 
associated  with  the  Pt.  Mugu  reloca^W.  A^oritlcal  consideration  for 
these  analyses  is  establishment  of ^meoirata  w  representative  baseline 
conditions  for  comparative  purposes «^The  dramatically  increased  flight 
frequency  since  approximately  May,  mdces  use  of  1964  sunsnary  data 
inaccurate  since  it  is  not  re|||esentatiW  of  true  baseline  conditions. 
Documentation  of  genuinely  jMph^ent^lee  flight  frequency  and  type  data 
must  be  the  first  priority^fln  io^qe^t  wsessment  and  should  be  subjected  to 
the  aiost  rigorous  critic^  review  ^fore  any  other  analyses  are  performed. 

Additionally,  the  htHbar  of jJssidents/households  potentially  affected 
should  be  determined  JMided  li^n'TOe  maximum  number  of  residences  allowed 
under  existing  grow^  co^rol“isirdinances  in  Camarillo.  Baseline  conditions 
are  not  the  number  ^  rfUidaQees  in  1964,  but,  rather,  the  n\nber  of 
residences  projejEfsad  the  year(s}  of  the  relocation.  Such 

popt^stio^  dstd  should  be  easily  projected  and  doctanented 
based  upon  corii||«gtlon  applications,  permits,  and/or  the  Camarillo 
General  Plan. 

.1  arould  also  Pappose  that  the  flight  path  "corridor  of  impact"  be 
defined  as  all  properties  within  at  least  1/4  stile  of  the  center 
of  the  flight  path  when  approach  elevations  are  projected  to  be  6000  ft 
or  less. 


AIR  SAFETY 


As  military  air  traffic  has  increased  over  the  Mission  Oaks  area 
dtiring  the  past  several  months,  so  too  has  civilian/coenercial  air 
traffic  increased.  The  prevailing  flight  path  of  the  private  aircraft 


is  dirsctly  across  ths  gilds  path  for  Pt.  Mugu  sir  traffic,  ihs  sxtent 
to  which  this  condition  constitutas  a  threat  of  aid-air  collisions,  and  the 
potential  increase  in  risk  associated  with  Increased  nilitary  air  traffic 
(including  "training"  flights)  aust  be  assessed  thoroughly,  accurately  and 
quantitatively . 

VOISE  XMPACIS 


Attached  to  these  conments  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  2  July,  1964 
whidi  is  addressed  to  Camarillo  Mayor  Esty.  The  letter  doevstents  noise 
levels  associated  with  sdlitary  air  traffic  measured  on  ay  property  in 
Mission  Oaks.  For  the  purposes  of  this  scoping  meeting  I  will  b^efly 
review  the  data  which  Z  submitted  to  the  Mayor.  ^ 

Z,  and  ay  wife,  recorded  peak  sound  levels  associated  tt.  Mugu 
overflights  over  a  5-day  period  from  19-23  June,  1984.  Msgsi|rementq[  were 
recorded  with  a  claibrated  noise  dosimeter  according  to jd^cMications  in 
Camarillo  Ordinance  Section  10.34.070. 

Ambient  noise  levels  in  ay  back  yard  during  the  dayute^  ranged  from 
46-52  dfiA  which  is  consistent  with  Camarillo's  Exte^or  HoiSe  level 
standard  of  55  dBA  for  residential  property.  Average^MS^  sound  levels 
for  aiilitary  aircraft  were  recorded  as  follows:^ 

JETS  92.6  dBA  jp-  ^ 

HELICOPTERS  90.3  dBA 

TRANSPORTS  68.4  dBA  (corrected  ffom  tilt  July  letter) 

4  X 

Subsequent  to  my  letter  to  the  Mayor  Z  hi^  Ktalyred  the  recorded  data  using 
a  one-way  analysis  of  variance  and  Jbund  Nhat otters  is  no  statistically 
significant  difference  between  thfse  types  of  aircraft  noise  (P<0.01}. 
Clearly,  any  suggestion  that  cargB  planes  are  "relatively  quiet"  should 
be  viewed  with  a  certain  degree  of  cl^£iiqisffl,  at  least  when  applied  to 
realistic  exposure  conditionsii 

Noise  impacts  associateSi  with  t^#  relocation  proposal  must  be 
clearly  indicated  and  assfSsed.>^ditional  data  regarding  noise  level 
effects  (e.g. ,  speech  ij^erfflrence^  etc.)  are  attached  to  the  2  July  letter. 

PROPERTY  VALUE  ZMPACTf^^X.  ^ 


effects  (e.g. ,  speech 


PROPERTY  VALUE  IMPACT! 


the  2  July  letter. 


Zn  light  of  cdBceX(|f  for  noise  and  safety  impacts  associated  with 
the  Pt.  Mugu  r^bocatim  proposal,  it  is  both  logical  and  pertinent  to  ask  what 
effect  the  re^catlon  s^pht  have  on  affected  property  values.  The  city 
of  Camarillo ire 8  the  preparation  and  distribution  of  "Residential 
Reports  (Muni»pi|l  Code  Section  10.52)  to  prospective  home  buyers.  A  section 
of  that  report  ("^ise”)  requires  the  disclosure  of  information  regarding 
sources  of  noise  aflfecting  the  property  (e.g.,  existing  and  potential 
sources  of  noise  as  well  as  a  "noise  element  classification"). 


Oetailed,  quantitative  analyses  of  the  potential  effects  of  the 
relocation  on  property  values  should  be  conducted.  Once  again,  it  should 
be  stressed  that  the  "affected  population"  not  only  includes  property/residences 
in  existence  in  1964,  but  also  includes  all  residences  projected  to  be 
built  before  and  during  the  year(s)  of  relocation. 
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In  suanary,  HEPA  and  CEQA  require  a  thorough,  quantitative  asaess- 
awnt  of  impacts  associated  with  the  Pt.  Mugu  relocation  proposal.  In  order 
for  affected  individuals  to  accept  the  ia^acts  associated  with  such  a  plan, 
the  EXS  siust  clearly  demonstrate  that  the  relocation  is  necessary, 
oost'effectivc,  and  that  all  attendant  iaq>acts  on  noise,  safety,  and 
property  values  are  less  significant  and  extensive  than  ia^acts  at  other 
alternative  locations . 


Ms.  Sylvia  M.  Salcnius 

PSC  Enginssring 

972  IMn  s  Country  Itosd 

P.O.  Sox  5467 

Orangs ,  California  92667 


5439  Susnerfisld  St. 
Canarillo,  California  93010 

r 

14  August ,  1984 


f. 


Star  Ms.  Salenius; 


I  appreciated  the  9RC/ANG  presentation  and  the  effort  4ftst  Ifas 
required  to  conduct  the  13  August  Scoping  Meeting  in  CamyCllo  recjsffding 
the  146th  XAC  proposed  Pt.  Mugu  relocation  plan. 


X  submitted  some  detailed  cosnents  to  you  and  o^er  repre¬ 
sentatives  regarding  iag>ortant  issues  to  be  considend  in  pfaparation 
of  the  CCIS.  On  the  second  page  of  sv  submittal  I  cited  statistically 
insignificant  difference  between  average  peak  itmind 
aircraft  types  1  considered.  The  cited  probabilx^^in  s\ibmittal : 

•(P<0.01)"  ^ 
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In  order  to  allow  the 
verification  2  am  providing  the  raw' 
used  in  the  analysis: 


is  clearly  incorrect.  In  ®y  rush  to  typd  and  copy  the  document  I  incorrectly 
cited  both  the  probability  level  and  si^..  She  qprrected  citation  is 
attached  and  highlighted  in  green  (j^^O.dS).  V:. 

analysis  to  be  reproduced  for 
level  data  (dBA)  which  were 

HELICOPTER 
117.5 

78.3 

82. 5 
75.8 

82.3 

94.5 

85.5 
105.9 


X  apologize  for  any  inconvenience  or  misunderstanding  whidi  may  have 
xesxilted  from  my  error.  Please  call  if  there  are  any  questions  regarding 
these  data  (805-987-7652). 


Sij^rely, 

Xugene  A.  Mancini 


ect  M.  Sargeant  Ailey  Black,  146th  SAC 
City  of  CasMrillo 


POBUC  SOOPINC  MEETING 
13  August.  1984 
Cansrillo.  Csllfornis 


—  On  ths  PROPOSED  RELOCATION  OF  THE  146th  TACTICAL  AIRLIFT  WING  FROM 
VAN  NUTS  TO  PT.  HUGO.  CAMARILLO,  CALIFORNIA-- 

Ooansnts  subnittsd  by: 
lugsns  R.  Mancini 
Csnarlllo.  California 


The  following  cosnents  on  the  proposed  pt.  Mugu  relocatioi^ltemative 
are  submitted  pursuant  to  the  requireiMnts  of  both  the  MEPA  an^lpQA  to 
fully  assess  all  impacts  potentially  affecting  the  quality  human 

anvironment.  These  cotanents  will  focus  on  ii^acts  asBocia||^:Witii'^^^ii|^  Pt. 

Mugu  glide  path  and  all  associated  flight  activity  ove^^Pie  'Isamily/iasidential 
areas  of  eastern  Canarillo.  Issues  presented  here  reflM$  for 

1-  incremental  increases  in  military  air  traffic  o>^  eaiTli^n  Camarillo, 

2-  increased  risk  of  collisions  between  sdlitary  aiB  privatS^^^OBSsercial 
aircraft  over  eastern  Camarillo,  3-  noise  impacts  MaocUitad  with  increased 
air  traffic,  and  4-  the  effects  of  these  varioH#  iapi|^  on  residential 
property  values. 

INCREMENTAL  INCREASES  IN  MILITARY  AIR  TRAF^ 


The  Environsiental  Is^act  Statemen|.'^tEIS||  j^uld  identify  the 
incremental  Increase  in  the  numbers  and  types  .of' flights,  types  of 
aircraft  (e.g. ,  jets,  helicopter,  CRxgo,'^tevi,^ end  precise  flight  paths 
associated  with  the  Pt.  Mugu  reloc&^on.  A  critical  consideration  for 
these  analyses  is  establishment  accurate  and  representative  baseline 
conditions  for  con^arative  purposctmThe.;^dramatically  increased  flight 
frequency  since  approximately  May,  iINm, makes  use  of  1984  sunsnary  data 
inaccurate  since  it  is  not  njj^resentf^W  of  true  baseline  conditions. 
Documentation  of  genuine l^teplMenieK^  flight  frequency  and  type  data 
must  be  the  first  priori^  i|i|:  ia|ij|;it  assessment  and  should  be  subjected  to 
the  most  rigorous  crit^ul  iilvij||  Iwfore  any  other  analyses  are  performed. 

Additionally,  potentially  affected 

should  be  detexnin|a  b%ed^%|^  the  maximum  ntsnber  of  residences  allowed 
under  existing  gr^^  jlntrpl  ordinances  in  Camarillo.  Baseline  conditions 
are  not  the  nv^Mr  of  residences  in  1984,  but,  rather,  the  nispber  of 
residences  pr||l^cly|d  the  year(s}  of  the  relocation.  Such 
"affected  po^^atimn"  uta  should  be  easily  projected  and  documented 
based  upon  emBl^ction  ^plications,  permits,  and/-r  the  Camarillo 
General  Plan. 

also  px 


I  would  also  propose  that  tne  flight  path  "corridor  of  impact"  1 
defined  as  all  properties  within  at  least  1/4  aiile  of  the  center 
of  the  flight  path  when  approach  elevations  are  projected  to  be  6000 
or  less. 


ft 


AIR  SAFETY 


As  military  air  traffic  has  increased  over  the  Mission  Oaks  area 
during  the  past  several  months,  so  too  has  civilian/ceomercial  air 
traffic  increased.  The  prevailing  flight  path  of  the  private  aircraft 
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!•  diractly  «cro»s  th«  glide  peth  tox  Pt.  Mugv  eir  traiffic.  1h*  extent 
to  which  this  condition  constitutes  e  threet  of  aid-sir  collisions,  and  the 
potential  increase  in  risk  associated  with  increased  sdlitary  ^r  traffic 
(including  "training"  flights)  aust  be  assessed  thoroughly,  accurately  and 
quantitatively. 

■OISE  IMPACl'S 


Atta^ed  to  these  coaaents  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  2  July,  1984 
which  is  addressed  to  Caaazillo  Mayor  Esty.  Ihe  letter  doanents  noise 
levels  associated  with  ailitary  air  traffic  aeasured  on  ay  projperty  in 
Mission  Oaks.  For  the  purposes  of  this  sraping  saeting  X  will^iefly 
review  the  data  which  X  submitted  to  the  Mayor.  ^  ^ 

I,  and  siy  wife,  recorded  peak  sound  levels  associatsdP^IlK  Ft.  Mugu 
overflights  over  a  S-day  period  from  19-23  June,  1984.  MUiuremehl^  were 
recorded  with  a  claibrated  noise  dosimeter  according  v^P*^<Clcations  in 
Camarillo  Ordinance  Section  10.34.070.  ^ 

Ambient  noise  levels  in  ay  back  yard  during  the  dayt^ac  ranged  from 
48-52  dBA  which  is  consistent  with  Canarillo’s  Cxdfirlor  Molac  level 
standard  of  55  dBA  for  residential  property.  Avera|a  peak  sound  levels 
for  ailitary  aircraft  were  recorded  as  follow^ 

JETS  92.6  dBA 

RELICOPTEBS  90.3  dBA 

TBANSPOBTS  88.4  dBA  (corrected  Rfla  bbt  July  letter) 
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Subsequent  to  ay  letter  to  the  Mayor  l^va  analyzed  the  recorded  data  using 
a  one-way  analysis  of  variance  and.a#ound  that  there  is  no  statistically 
significant  difference  between  t^Se  types  of  aircraft  noise  (P>  0.05)  v  H  ^ 
Clearly,  any  suggestion  that  car|^^ pllMies^  "relatively  quiet"  should  ^ 

be  viewed  with  a  certain  degree  of  at  least  when  applied  to 

realistic  exposure  conditions* 

Noise  impacts  associated,  sith  t||s  relocation  proposal  must  be 
clearly  indicated  and  asjj^ssedi^^Addftional  data  regarding  noise  level 
effects  (e.g.,  speech  ii&erfirenci:,  etc.)  are  attached  to  the  2  July  letter. 


PBOPEATY  VALUE  IMPAQIS 

In  light  of  ^a  ca^s  for  noise  and  safety  impacts  associated  with 

the  Pt.  Mugu  r^pcaiMypn  proposal,  it  is  both  logical  and  pertinent  to  ask  what 
effect  the  re^cat^onli^ght  have  on  affected  property  values.  The  city 
of  Camarill^psqui^es  the  preparation  and  distribution  of  "Residential 
Reports  (MunidiMl  Code  Section  10.52)  to  prospective  hone  buyers.  A  section 
of  that  report  (Sij^se")  requires  the  disclosure  of  information  regarding 
sources  of  noise  affecting  the  property  (e.g.,  existing  and  potential 
sources  of  noise  as  well  as  a  "noise  element  classification"). 


Detailed,  quantitative  analyses  of  the  potential  effects  of  the 
relocation  on  property  values  should  be  conducted.  Once  again,  it  should 
be  stressed  that  the  "affected  population”  not  only  includes  property/residences 
in  existence  in  1984,  but  also  includes  all  residences  projected  to  be 
built  before  and  during  the  year(s)  of  relocation. 
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Xn  susmary,  MEPA  and  CEQA  raquira  a  thorough,  quantitative  assass* 
aant  of  iapacts  asaociatad  with  the  Pt.  Mugu  relocation  proposal.  la  order 
for  affected  individuals  to  accept  the  iaq)acts  associated  with  such  a  plan, 
the  EIS  SMSt  clearly  deaonstrate  that  the  relocation  is  necessary, 
eest*ef fective ,  and  that  all  attendant  inpacts  on  noiM*  safety,  and 
property  values  are  less  significant  and  extensive  than  iapacts  at  other 
alternative  locations. 


Respectfully  subadtted. 


Mayor  F.  B.  Esty 
City  of  Camarillo 
iOl  Carman  Driva 
F.O.  Box  248 

Cuarillo,  California  93010 


Oaar  Mr.  Mayor: 

Z  appro  data  yoxir  timely  and  thorough  xaapensa  to  ay  latter  ragarding 
tile  noiaa  asaodatad  with  Ft.  Mugu  air  traffic.  Z  undaratand  that  Ft.  Mugu 
eparationa  ara  in  no  way  rogulatad  by  Camarillo  ordinances.  Mavarthalass , 

Z  would  assume  that  Ft.  Mugu  conand  would  be  willing  to  mini4ptize  the 
noise  is^acts  associated  with  their  activities  in  the  interel^^  of  fostering 
good  eoBnunity  relations. 


fhe  1  July  Camarillo  Daily  Maws  article  regarding^ 
relocation  of  an  Air  National  Guard  unit  to  Ft.  Mugu 
of  this  letter  particularly  relevant.  Z  indicated  in 
that  Z  intended  to  measure  sound  levels  associated  with' 


in  my  back  yard  according  to  sampling  specificat; 
ordinance  Section  10.34.070.  Z,  and  my  wife,  reco: 
measurements  for  approximately  30  Ft.  Mugu  mi^t< 
S-day  period  from  19-23  June, 1984.  All  data  weFg.xa 
METBCSONICS  db  307  noise  dosimeter  (Class,J|ype  3^} 
to  the  manufacturer's  specifications. 


potential 
iBn.,.  con  tent 
letter 
traffic 


isemed  in  Camarillo 
sound  level 
rflights  over  a 
d  in  dBA  with  a 
calibrated  according 

For  purposes  of  these  maasureman^  lt%ulssumed  that  all  military 
aircraft  on  a  Ft.  Mugu  glide  path  ware fact,  aircraft  associated  with 
that  base.  All  private  and  cossno^al  wing/helicoptar  overflights 

ware  not  recorded.  For  discussi^  fHurposes  the  various  aircraft  have  been 
conveniently  groipcd  as  jets,  tni^^rtm  tcargo  planes),  or  helicopters. 

A  data  sunnaxy  is  presented  belowl^ tabular  form. 

-  -  -  4la. - 


Aircraft  type 


Feak  Sound  Levels  (dBA) 


Bangs 


Naan 


JETS  J 

76.0-117.9 

92.6 

< 

KEL200Pra(r-=^ 

75.8-117.5 

90.3 

TBAMSFOIOS^S^ 
(cargo)  ^ 

7 

82.B-93.S 

66.5 

tile  considerable  variation  in  the  range  of  jet  and  helicopter  peak  sound 
levels  reflects  the  greater  flight  path  variability  which  we  noted  during 
our  measurements.  Nhat  is  important  to  note,  however,  is  the  similarity 
between  average  peak  sound  levels,  ranging  from  86. S  to  92.6  for  the  three 
types  of  aircraft. 


Xn  order  to  put  these  sound  levels  in  perspective  Z  have  attsched  tvo  ^ 
Tables  and  two  Figures  demonstrating  sound  level  effects  with  the  range 
and  average  peak  sound  levels  fron  our  measurastents  indicated  in  color. 

While  this  data  base  is  not  extensive  or  overly  sophisticated,  it  is 
sufficient  to  indicate  the  significant  increase  in  noise  associated  with 
ft.  Hugu  traffic  when  compared  to  average  daytime  ambient  levels  of  48-52 
dBA;  55  dBA  is  specified  as  an  Exterior  Noise  bevel  standard  for  residential 
property  in  Camarillo. 

The  permanent  relocation  of  an  Air  National  Guard  unit  to  Ft.  Hugu 
would  be  expected  to  increase  air  traffic  and  concomitant  no^e  levels. 

The  noise  impacts  which  Mission  Oaks  residents  have  ej^rieno^  in  the  last 
few  months  may  be  good  indicators  of  impacts  irtiich  we  wi^  Saq^rience  in 
the  future  ^  the  Air  National  Gurad  unit  is  relocated  ft. 

I  would  be  happy  to  assist  you,  the  City  Council,  and^y  pther  i^sponsible 
organisation  in  assessing  the  ii^acts  associated  witk^nczmamM  air  traffic. 

Before  Camarillo  residents  accept  the  iapaclji^-aasonl^l^  with  this 
relocation  proposal,  it  should  be  clearly  dcmonst3Mted,to  oUr  satisfaction 
that  there  is  no  legitimate,  reasonable  altenjstiv\eni  that  noise  impacts 
in  Camarillo  will  be  less  extensive  and  less  ^^pifimant  than  noise  i^acts 
at  other  alternative  sites.  ^  \ 

Z  look  forward  to  working  with  you  other  city  authorities  on  this 
important  issue,  please  feel  free  to  ^rctd.ate  ji^s  letter  and  attachments 
as  appropriate.  \  ' 


ccrely. 


cc:  Lt.  Qndr. 


N: 


ilugehe  R.  Mancini 
^5439  Susnnerfield  St. 
Camarillo,  CalifomiS 
1805)987-7652 
(213)486-7290 
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August  15.  1964 
File:  109.43 


M/Sgt.  Riley  Black 
Public  Affairs  Office 
.  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
'  6030  Balboa  Boulevard 
Van  Nuys , . CA  91409 


Dear  Sgt.  Black: 


Re:  146th  TacMcal  Airlift  Wing 
Relocatira 


This  letter  is  a  follow-up  to  our  conments  isai 
public  scoping  meeting  held  at  the  San  Gorgon: 
Bernardino,  California.  . 


tffm^gust  14,  1984 
h.  School  in  San 


at  thm,^ 
St 


We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  provide 
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use  in  the  environ¬ 


mental  assessment  associated  with  the  relocation  of  your  Air 

National  Guard  facility.  ^ 

As  mentioned  at  the  meeting,  the  Department  of  Transportatlon/Flood 

Control/Airports  feels  that  adfquatl^ consideration  should  be  provided  for 
both  potential  flood  hazards  N|d  traffic'''tirculation/access  items.  In 
your  evaluation  of  the  NortodI  Air  Fore*  Base  site,  it  should  be  noted  that 
provisions  for  expansion  of  wte  treilfic  signals  at  the  Third  Street-Victoria 
Avenue* intersection  vere  incorpoY^ted  into  the  design  for  a  future  southerly 
extension  to  provide  acuas  to  ^"^Base.  If  access  is  proposed  at  this 
location,  it  will  be^tcein^ry.^  provide  a  structure  to  extend  Victoria 
Avenue  across  City jBVeek  parallels  the  north  boundary  of  the  site). 

Since  this  channel's  mb j^C '^to  being  overtaxed,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
adequately  size so  as  to  preclude  damage  to  both  the  street 
section  and  ta^eyBaim.^ltself .  To  this  end,  the  Department  will  be  glad 
to  furnish  pid^inam:  .gafprcatlon  and  to  assist  in  any  w’ay  we  can. 


In  conclu|(toii«  tl^nurpose  of  this  letter  is  to  provide  information  which 
you  may.^pt  w  curnntly  aware  of,  and  is  not  Intended  to  cover  all  aspects 
relatin^^  flood  hazards  and  circulation;  however,  we  will  be  happy  to 
review  thengaf fic/clrculatlon  and  draft  environmental  reports  when  available. 


M/Sgt.  Riley  Black 
August  15 I  1984 
Page  Two 


Please  feel  free  to  refer  any  questions  and/or  transmittals  directly 
to  Michael  G.  Walker,  Director,  attention  of  the  undersigned. 


Very  truly  yours. 


240  Talud  Terrace 
Camarillo,  Calif.  93010 
August  15,  1984 


FRC  Engineering , 

972  Tov'n  and  Country  Road 
Orange,  Calif.  9266/ 


Reft  Safety  &  airspace  considerations 


Dear  Ms.  Salenlus: 


X  attended  the  ''Scoping'*  meeting  at  the  i^tMrillo  air¬ 
port  last  Monday  night,  and  would  like  to  ado  one  additional 
negative  factor  regarding  the  possible  re^|€atlon  ot  the  Air 
National  Guard  at  Point  MUgu.  To  my  knopled^a,  no  one 
mentioned  a  study  of  weather  conditions,  ia^it  affects  fly¬ 
ing,  at  the  three  locations  under  cons^erattjOn.  The  years 
I  have  spent  as  an  airline  meteorologar  4tecus  my  attention 
on  this  factor.  ^ 

I  feel  a  comparative  study  of  nte  dairs  per  year  and 
hours  per  day  of  ceilings  and  v^lbilities  be  lor-*  VFR  minimums 
(or  some  ocher  designated  minimums)  should  be  Included  in 
your  E.Z.U.  study.  VFR  minimums  used  to  be  1000  feet  and 
3  miles  visibility,  and  probibly  Ikaven't  changed  much  in  re¬ 
cent  years.  Most  private  pilots  flying  out  of  Camarillo 
airport  are  supposed  to  ^llow  VFiV  minimums. 

I  live  about  1000  yards  from  the  Camarillo  High  School, 
and  am  directly  under  the^inal  approach  pattern  for  the  Point 
Mugu  air  strip.  noise^has  to  be  experienced  to  really 

be  appreciated;  l^l|oali^'  the  noise  factor  is  already  in¬ 
cluded  in  your  st^y.X|^.  # 

Military  fmghts  g|i  final  approach  are  frequently  above 
the  cloud  bas.a  iS^isible)  as  they  pass  over  my  house.. 

Of  course,  ^Isj^-is  'np  problem  for  them  with  the  instrument 
landing  syafems  in  use.  However,  at  some  point  on  their  final 
approach, they  vi II  break  out  into  the  clear  and,  at  this 
point,  ^11  fitrit  become  visible  to  private  aircraft  from  the 
Camaril^  %irpo^. 

ThesA.wivate  aircraft,  often  flying  at  right  angles  to 
the  Point  raigu  final  approach,  create  a  hazard,  particularly 
on  days  and  nights  with  reduced  ceilings  and  visibilities.. 
Additional  flights  of  the  Air  National  Guard  could  only  in¬ 
crease  this  hazard. 


There  is  another  item  pertaining  to  weather  «^ich  really 
doesn't  qualify  as  a  factor  in  your  E.I.R.  study;  however, 

I  feel  I  should  mention  it. 


-2. 


From  the  standpoint  of  the  number  of  days  of  good  flying 
weather.  Point  Mugu  can't  compare  with  your  other  two 
alternative  locations.  Mot  knowing  the  intent  of  the  Air 
National  Guard's  training  exercises,  1  can  only  guess  that 
the  more  training  time  available,  the  better. 


Au^st  16,  1984 
21405  Chatsworth  St. 
Chatsworth,  Ca.  91311 


RSS2DA  WOMEN' S  CLUB 
7901  Lindley  Avenue 
Reseda,  California 


Dear  ladies  and  Guests: 


This  meeting  is  the  first  of  many  regarding  tie  reloca* 
tion  of  the  California  Air  National  Guard  from^l't'J  present 
location  at  the  Van  Nuys  Airport. 


My  first  reaction  upon  hearing  of  this^rojpsaal  was  that 
this  was  hut  another  protest  by  some  select  g^up  speak  in 
my  behalf,  just  like  the  ^oup  who  fail^  the  ^pple  of  the  San 
Fernando  Valley  by  rejecting  vast  materAj,  t^ln  Offered  by  the 
1984  Olympic's  Committee.  But  that  ^  no\tjhs-«ase  at  all. 

In  our  twenty  three  years  of  life^ar^^  the  Valley, 
my  family  and  I  merely  accepted  ai0  tobic  for  granted  the  pre¬ 
sence  of  the  Air  National  Guard  ;7e.  attended  their  air  shows 
and  marveled  at. the  hugh  ugly  tebvii^  C*430  Iremsports. 


Protests  by  homeovmers.and'*^anyon§  else  for  that  matter 
are  far  dov.n  on  the  list  of'.prioHties.  The  basic  fact  of 
life  is  that  progress  has? aHpped  .into  the  arena.  If  there 
was  even  a  remote  possibili’Jfy  Of  retaining  the  Air  Guard  at 
it*  s  present  facility  I  woui'dghe  the  first  one  to  shout  out 
that:  41..  Jy' 

The  G — ""  has  not  only  the  people  of  the  San  Fer¬ 

nando  Valley,  but  ^nt^^C  State  of  California  since  1943. 

It*s  aircraft  hAve  Mtb  fitting  capabilities  and  can  also 
serve  as  hospi^l 

It's  pei^onal^^erve  us  in  the  community  by  their  assist¬ 
ance  in  a  J^ca^  school  for  crippled  children  and  transporting 
material  Jor"€or«^  regrovrth  operations. 

And  xbir  local  businesses  this  may  come  as  nev/s.  The  annual 
military  pa^^ll  is  6.4  million  dollars  and  the  civilian  payroll 
totals  0.4  million  dollars! 

Add  that  to  the  air  shov;s,  tours  and  band  i>arade  color 
guards,  they  surely  v/ill  be  missed. 

The  real  fight  is  yet  to  come.  I  propose  that  the  land 
and  facilities  not  be  abandoned  to  our  politicians  whose  eye- 
si^t  is  not  20-20  but  $-$  and  leave  the  location  intact,  re¬ 
taining  a  standby  base  for  emergency  use. 


Arthur  J  Brez^^CSlB)  998-I894 


S934  Frmont  Circle 
Cmcrillo,  California  93010 
Atttust  28,  1984 


rECEWED 

SEP  S»A 
PRC-P**^ 


■i.  fjlaia  H.  Salanius 

PBC  Intinaariog 

972  Totn  k  Country  load 

P.O.  Boi  S467 

Ornnfa,  California  92667 


Bear  Sa.  Salaniua: 

Tha  prwpoawd  ralocation  of  tba  146th  Tactical  Alrlift,^n|  to  Point  Busu  la 
total  unaccaptabla  to  thoaa  of  ua  raaiding  in  aaatarn'%aBarill4»  Xba  currant 
air  traffic  naint  tha  baaa  ia  already  high  and  tanarata^ii^uiBaroua  ceaplainta. 

incraaae  to  tha  currant  traffic  would  be  ina^ropriata^and  would  have  a 
aarioua  iapact  on  thia  aipandint  raaidantial  area. 

Aa  raaidaota  of  Hiaaion  Oaka,  wa  object  to  thjf.|riit^,  pattern  uaad  by  planaa 
approachint  Point  Hutu.  Tha  planaa  fly  aitffpal#  low ar  our  boaaa,  achoola 
and  eoanunity.  Ua  ware  told  by  tha  fliint  afffear  at  Point  Rutu  that  tha 
planaa  needed  to  fly  at  laaa  than  3000  fjrit  Jitauaa  UZ  eontrola  tha  air  apace 
abota  thia.  It  ia  apparent  that  tha  ^trbta  lt|ifluiu  are  not  aery  ttr intent 
bowaaer  aa  tha  planaa  often  fly  oaar  at  9Atituda|  eonaidarably  below  thia. 

Ua  are  alao  aery  concerned  about  coafiic^that  ia  baint  »at  ap  between  tha 
Ru|u  baaa  approach  and  tha  ancoi(|rollad  approachaa  to  Canarillo  and  Oinard 
airporta.  Ua  balieaa  that  any  ata^  %ould  include  conaidaration  of  tha 
flight  patha  oritinating  at  Jhaaa  ai^rla.  flora  iaportantly,  wa  feel  that 
conaidaration  haa  to  be  girra  to  thf  £igh  latal  of  recreational  flying  that 
croaaaa  over  our  eoanunity.  AU  tpiffic  ia  aapacially  heavy  in  tha  avaninga 
and  on  waakanda. 


nity. 

•8 


Canarillo  ia  a  grot^ng  ^binunfiy,  and  fantura  county  ia  aipactad  to  grow 
eonaidarably  in  tha^«OBlj^g  flacada.  Thera  are  four  new  houaing  projacta  being 
davalopad  by  diffaciat  Atvalopara  on  the  aaat  aide  of  Canarillo.  and  tha  lavol 
of  fruatration  Md  eaiiplainta  will  be  vary  great  and  continue  to  grow  ahould 
tha  146th  be  ao|fi<9  to  llla^. 

On  Uadnaaday  tna^tod  tha  146th  parforaad  tbair  training  runa  into  Rugu.  Tha 
raault  waa  vary  ^f^turbing.  Planaa  paaaad  overhead  at  about  2S00  feat  every  S 
■inutaa  for  an  hour  and  a  half.  Thia,  and  the  Uing  haan't  even  bean  relocated. 


The  alternative  aitaa  that  are  aadar  conaidaration  anch  aa  Paladala  don't 
praaant  thaaa  aaaa  liaitationa.  Ua  would  hope  that  tha  fiadiaga  of  your 
report  will  point  out  that  tha  alternative  aita  at  PaLadala  ia  anbjact  to  far 
fewer  liaitationa  than  Rugu  and  ahould  be  racoaaandad  aa  tha  146th'a  new  boae. 


Bincarate, 


Hark  and  Rary  loaa 


ce :  Rayor  laty 


R.  CluJiBera  Gralian,  FES.A. 
17216  Village  17 
Camarillo,  Cal  ifonia  93010 


August  29,  1984 

Xsst.  Public  Affairs  Officer 

l46th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  j 

Air  National  Guard  % 

8030  Balboa  Blvd*  ^  % 

Los  Angeles f  Ca«  91404 

Dear  Sergeant  Black  1 

I  an  voicing  another  protest  against  th^relol^l^ion  of  the 
146  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  to  Point  unable  to 

attend  the  August  13th  meeting  in  Cp|ar^i,<^  ny  protest  is 
the  same  as  those  brought  up  at  thai^mee^ng,  that  were 
reported  in  the  newspaper  artical  Ahe  relieving  morning. 

I  hope  these  protests  will  be  giy^^a  isr^t  deal  of  thought 
and  consideration. 


M  >  ^Sincerely  (L  f 


Mrs  B.  C.  Graham 


MORTH  COUNTY  ALUANCE  •/  COMMUNITY  ASSOCIATIONS 

P.O.Bok3B80 

Quartt  m  CA  93534 

tJOO»9mimau*neo/t^pusiingom^eommuHiim 

•ntf'or  nmUithtd  mighboihoog  yganitunant 


WtU  KMS  Ho.  •.  Vol.  1 


nnst  SNUt 


tt  JO.  IN4 


^11  mmiooal  oui 


•  SmcUI  Itoort 


On  Am.  IS.  tM  1«tli  Tacttctl  Airlift  Him  of  tAt  Air  Ottlmt  (MrO  (Vm  Inyi)  AtiA  an  iMtlnf  and 

•lAXc  Anrluf  lA  OnUlopt  Valltr  (A*l  rtfardlng  •  pndAtt  site  ndjaccnt  tn  IS«r  riant  42  (talarfalt  Alrfort  ar«a]. 
lAt  otAar  2  altea  Ating  conildartd  art  at  Aalnt  IAioh  and  Aartan  tfl.  laa  aatlnf  Aagan  laU  daa  to  a  di-io  of  tka 
•loca  (no  fault  of  tAa  MItA]  and  ondad  no  In  ratndala. 

TAa  14«tl)  Aad  a  food  -pratantatlon.  TAay  and  tkair  c1*1l’>an  raaaarck  raoratantatlaa  (Sylvia  Smtnlua  of  AK  Cngin. 
taring.  Orange  01*.)  nara  tta  wtt  Infonad  oaopla  Tea  ancauntarad  to  far  r«  a*  atatlttlcs!  rtfraaking. 

Col.  daffrias  ckalrad  tka  aoatlng;  Caot.  Cronrlna  oat  tka  tain  t4«tk  agaakar;  Ha  Littta  JpaAa  tka  lancaatar 
Councllt  ik  Foot*  aakad  t*«*ra1  ouaatlona  on  Aakalf  of  Hit*  antonovlck**  offic*.  and  Npl.  tfotbyilrM*  on  k*k*ir 
•f  osar  riant  42.  (M*  «*r*  ratkar  aurgrlaad  tkat  tka  raladal*  City  rap.  left  dur1n|4«mi,  kafe^'ike  public 
bearing  portion  of  tN  Mating  began. ]  I  local  rarldanta  (Inclodlng  the  ICHO/HCau^tap.lJ^liD  plrad  concama. 
■art.  Mere  alao  praacnt  fnm  CdMrda  ATS.  tAa  at  rrea*  and  tA*  OSar  lleotam  Am^a^Clfn  Englpimr'a  offic*  fron 
San  franclaco. 

Infonwtlonal  portion 


Naaona  for  oovlng;  Tka  Van  Huy*  (VH)  baa*  la  on  43  acraa  S  tkay  roallf  neod'^^  Ukrtly  to  part  tkair  U  C>1J0'a 
Mken  tkay’r*  all  on  baaa).  ft  la  tka  4tk  Ana1*at4ink''at4M  airport  In  tk*  OS.  Security  la 
not  food,  aa  VO  kaa  croudad  rigkt  In  an  tkai*.  A  flood  control  chanoaV^Hpiett  Ml*  raM.  ate. 

Oparatlonas  Ikey  uould  conduct  appro*.  3S  fllgkta  a  day  (Italta^lli  OatMom  •  «a  4  4  go),  prKtIcIng  traffic  pat* 
terna:  'touck  I  ge*a*s  Inatrwant  training,  ate.  i^tAay ii||p**dy  do  a  lot  of  fllgkta  out  of  rtodla  nou.) 
tk*  I4ttk  la  capable  of  rapid  daployoent  to  anyMkar*  In  tka  aprld.  f*rV-.«|f^t  I  oatarlala  tranaport;  diaaatar 
rallaf  (food,  ocdlelnat.  ate.  •  1.*.  oada  400  fllgkta  to  d^  load  H  atrliitd  cattle  In  Oau  Hiileo  an*  uintar); 
taarck  4  raacue;  civil  protection  (avacuatlona,  ate.);  flr*  l||Mt1pf  (ait*)30  can  drop  10.000  )Aa  pf  fir*  rptardant 
I*  ala  laconda').  ate.  ^ 

Facnttlaa;  Tkora  uould  A*  appro*.  330,000  aq.ft.^  mnatroctlon.  Including  tka  uaual  Aldga.  connacted  uttk  air¬ 
craft  oparatlona  (1.*.  training  4  opt>||d|a.«  «Aept.  angina  Uat  stand,  Jat  fuel  atorage.  aanage 
traataont  plant,  ate.).  "H. 


Slta:  the  possible  ralodal*  alt*  uould  be  ||itt  on  aid*  ort#*  field*  (about  1/0  mi*  S.  of  a**.  R  4  A-3/4  oil*  E. 

of  Sierra  Mry).  Tkay  uant  to  rawjn  ilMln  SO  o^p  od  dSMtoun  l.a.  ($41  of  tkair  regular  4  support  per. 
ponnal  currently  live  In  San  famando  Tpfiay),  kl|rt^*|r*f*r  to  be  on  or  adjacent  to  an  ailsting  arg.  (latar  at 
frass  article  bintad  at  Oolnt  Ibigu  p^rancf*  AuC^ijiMtlng  to  AV  (fraai  San  famando  tly)  uould  be  mrt  direct.) 


Ibigu  onpranc 

rt:'r 

Eij  pointt!  The  tnvlrenuantal  laoac?%^  according  to  tka  Oat'l  Cnvlronavital  Oollcy  act  (and  tka 

correapondlng  Statj^t).  '¥l[^  lirarad  are:  Hols*.  OlolmUsI  ■caourcaa.  Agriculture,  Caology. 
Hydrology.  Trafflc/CIrculatlm^Ilr  teltty.  fpfaty.  Otllltlaa.  Natardevi  Hatarlala.  Cultural  Oaaourcat.  Aettkatlct 
(plus  Arehaaology  and  Seclal^|conailc  tfJIpctt).  All  3  possible  sites  are  subject  to  aartkouak*  problans.  Oalu- 
dal*  sit*  Is  subject  to  sono  vW#  Vluodlng  but  It  net  In  a  lOO-yaar  flood  plain.  Ikto  traffic  uould  Increase  asp. 
on  Ava.  H  (aa  tkey'va  iaim  N^ty  over  av  for  ton*  tlo*.  tkar*  uouldn't  be  nuck  Incraai*  In  air  traffic). 
Safety  -  I*  over  DAJlH  *op^l1on**^^i»r1ng  JO*  years,  thara't  only  bean  on*  oojor  acddantl  Tk*  lopact  of  Aookupa 
to  local  utilities  uw^  g*  rfmlual .  T**1c  uaat*  -  tkay  produce  about  24,000  gala,  contaolnatad  Uould  annually, 
«*1ck  Is  rauovad  by  a  hdjii^|P  to  a  logal  sits,  4  about  4  dnm  of  solid  natarfal  It  Uben  to  ft.  ikgu  for  disposal. 

CIO  Tina  Sckakila;  ijiibi  draft  CIO  skould  be  ready  by  lata  Hov/04;  public  bearings  In  Jan/OS,  4  probably 

file  CIO  in  Har/OS.  If  a  *no  significant  lapact*  It  *faund*  (after  draft  It  relaaaad) 
It  could  b*  filed  earllar.  final  dacitlon  It  tad*  Ay  *Tke  Oapartaant  In  Hatkingten*. 

Nrsonnelt  Tk*  Iddtk,  baafcalty  a  reaarve  unit.  Is  tka  largaat  Tad  an  any  on*  baa*  ultk  300  foll-tine  partonn*l  4 
op  to  1400  on  'Ktlon*  ueatanda  (one  ubnd  a  Hantk).  Thougk  neat  of  tk*  lagtk't  partannal  live  *doun 
Oelw*  PM,  ton*  uould  relocate  to  AV  (a  fau  already  llv*  up  bare  4  caawta).  Hen*  uould  live  on  bat*.  Tk*  lagtk 
*S*pportt*  timiar  groups  In  Alaska  4  dvoulng,  to  backup  ISOO  paroannel. 

>wrda;  ietk  I*  1441  4  1441  tka  144tk  received  tk*  dSAf  Outstanding  Halt  *Mrd  (ant  of  tka  tau  graupa  to 
recalv*  It  nor*  than  oncel). 

4an*l  Info.i  About  OOS  of  all  dtfanta  flights  or*  floun  by  rope  rues. 

Civic  Actlvltlaat  Civic  groups  are  uelcana  t*  ns*  TAd  fecIHtlas.  Tka  lacth  apamari  boy  Scout  groapa.  etc.;  pro- 
aides  color  guard  for  vtrlaua  avantt;  provldta  factUtlat  4  background  partannal.  etc.  for  M*i*t 
(1.0.  Intabbo,  firefaa.  Call  U  Slory,  etc.)  They  alt*  aatlstad  In  planting  over  *0.000  aaedling  treat  In  the  San 
•tmardine  HatM  foreit.  They  hold  an  Avlatlan  fair  4  air  SAou  every  3  yaart;  TOO.OOO  attended  tka  1401  event. 
Orecaadi  fran  that*  Shout  or*  donated  to  local  cAarltabI*  organlaotlontl 


NORTH  COUNTY  ALUANCE  •/  COMMUNITY  ASSOCIATiONS 

F.O.Box3S80 
QuartM  Hia,  CA  93S34 


1900  tqutn  mUn  tnevnputmg  tm  40  eomniM 
mt^ar  mtttMmd  mighbeffteea  vgtnutitetm 


tiB.  ■.  W.  I 


must  SMwc .  ■ » 


«st  30.  1W4 


M»  ■MIOOM.  WM»  ttwrini  Nfort  coMMaattf 


OabHc  MtiMw 


iolOiMi:  I  loe.1  midwt*  w1e#d  c«K«n.s  virtf  »  potwtl.1  .et»dff.t 

— ’ -  •  •cctt<0Nl  »tr«y1«9  tnm  fU»Kt  Htttrm.  »M  M«d.  -liidw*  dW"  t  l«1p. 

iMCtUtr:  M.yor  UttH  ..Id  tl»  C..i«n  -o-1d  wUow  tM.  tyf.  .f  WtriHo.  J.  W.  Out 

.««»•  el».r.et.riitic.  U  M».  Otlwr  coKtm  mrt  mU.  (  wito  tr»ffU  Htttm.  I  «»  ffiww.!  •wuld 

ta  mtam  fco-twr.  Tk.  Coi«n  wUl  -ditel**  tki  f«Ml  CH  %UUmant%.  ^ 

CMnty  m  r«t.  ..ltd  MW.1  OMSttom.  ».Ub1UM.«  th.t;  tkt  Wth  Mt  wrk4i  -<»  *  ’» 

- ^  t«  .ccerdlfK.  -Uh  tMlf  »•««*•»•  rt9»itwmf>U.  ft.  *0  ptMOWitl  wld  llww 

•tea  MtirBi  m  ear.  wuld  bt  added  d.O*  to  teeffU  o"  •*..  W;  1**th  reu,  ..Id  tboifi-iieee  ••.ft  .f  tbe  *biMp«  -to- 

bMMy.l  «.  .  p.r.o..1  coMot.  Nt  root.  ..<d  .be  «Mld  feel  ..fee  <•  a  b^.f^b.  •Htn  tbe  mtb  bere.  a. 
tbcre*.  00  witity  to  M  ooo  capabU  of  tbe  ro.me  apa.  tbe  Wtb  bafc  % 

Palodale:  Mep.  abMot.  ^ 

Ptaat  a?:  HaJ.  Crotby  ..td  tbe  OSAf  1.  eery  prood  of  tbe  M«uft  *»  *  >^«?*  «  "“lI'II.Sl!!!*!  \7lLT 

-  ppcratloof  they  are  already  cooduet<"9.  M«d  bbey  »w»t  food  PTeoHott:  are  lood  aelfbbor*  b  frlewJ. 

pad  obey  oot.a  ItoltattoM,  fHfbt  pattero.,  etc. 

Safety:  W  bla«t  «?  caoe  la.  la  tbe  'dO-..  ^  pprebppad  "fdad  mt/pr  -aeliatloa  rl|bt»-  to  Ijad  l»  biph 

- ^  HuHetore.,  or  orwaded  boutlap  adj.eeot)  »H  Obi.  of  tbe  roMoyt.  Hd.I  bowlap  aearby  caae  la 

la  tN  'fO*..  diaat  <*  bat  al■ay.  cooperated  aUMdaeaftee^^  bp^l^le. 

■oltc-  ifcfortooately.  aolae  eaa  be  aopalflad  by  •  loo  tiood  eorer  U  bipb  bMildUyl.  tbe  freqiarart  of 

betaeea  10  pa  »  «  aa!  (Tbe  aol.la.t.  tb.  Wfl.  Jot*;  file*  oaee  a  -eek.)  (Toaer  It  aot  aaaaed  oa  aeekeadt.) 


Salt  bind:  bbea  rerertlap  etoil^^irb  THpbt  Olaat  .1  alaay.  cb«k»  alth  tWIe  aotborltle*  I  dlrert* 

If  tpcclal  ea»w,*fol|(|*«ple,  |ii  bciap  takea  la  the  Kkoolt. 

bir  Oaalltys  Olaal  4?  I.  ’lajffNiilgfffai  abort  air  poallty.  tbt  C-130  ba.  loa  oalttlea.;  tbe  bipper 
-  lopact  «e^  (m  f|jfi  laerrwed  aato  traffic. 

•ate  Traffic:  tbe  bat'^aate  »»|A  Act  carte,  faad.  to  be  owd  oa  tateratate  S  other 

-  aoy./is  rtf  %mly  retpoatlble  for  tbe  »*  freeaay  belap  crtpleted  at  all.  Cmby 

bopei  tbey  caa  abtala  fpady'tbroa^  Ue^,  apala  to  b.lp  coat,  of  laprorlap  Are.  ».  (bapefony  to  laae.  froa 
Sierra  Mwy  (or  freeaay  T}%^»Ott  it. 


Plaat  42  It 
lopact  aool 


Ibrte  Traffic:  tbe  baVT  rtft 
rty.  XlS.  rtf 


tCB/NCbCb-  Peo  Na^bbd  fdap  OpetHeaf  P  corttatf.  ie  fotore  flipbt  coafllctf  rttb  propofed  f.lad.le  later- 

'  Mtia^n!lrp(H  -  "Hb  rtpgioof  to  toy;  aay  aerer  be  bollt*.  la.t  elad  birtf  rtre  oflta  tbaa  If  Moe- 
tlrtf  recorlied.^ldiff  are  eery  coaceraed  oeer  earlroa-eat.l  Ifrt... 
rtotactf  rttb  the  all  beea  .ery  plea.aat  •  tbey-d  be«.  rtry  eaoperat  rt 

•lectrlc  plaat  (propoft^  frt  yeara  or  for  "»»  4»).  »  tbe  aore  receat  wppeatH  fritoa  tUe.  tb^bt  trt  « 
pertoaae/rtold  It  rtUoaeif^bert  by  local  rafidcata.  lot  that  aceortaaylao  Trt.ttf  d.t.  lacrtaaed  traffic.  ett.» 
•Ipht  pote  a  probleo. 

Csaclotloa;  tbe  aeetlap  mt  oell-rtrtb  atteadlap;  too  bad  w  frt  tbere.  lirte 
-  treat  deal  aad  apde  Mrt  art  frleada.  rticb  Ip  airty.  alee. 


rrer.  tboae  obo  aere  tbore  laaraed  a 


of  ^uperbtsore 
CO^ountg  of  ^06  J^n^elos 

MICHAEL  D.  ANTONOVICH 

SUPERVISOR  FIFTH  DISTRICT 


August  30,  1984 


MSGT  Riley  Black 

146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 

Air  National  Guard,  Van  Nuys 

6030  Balboa  Boulevard 

Van  Nuys,  California  91409 

Dear  MSGT  Black:  ^ 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Air  Na|:io^ 
Airlift  Wing  will  be  moving  their  opef^tior 
Airport  to  another  site  in  the  neai^,  futile . 


Buard  146th  Tactical 
rom  the  Van  Nuys 


I  have  been  informed  that  there 
National  Guard  is  considering,  . 
Base,  and  Air  Force  Plant  42.  ^ 


^ree  sites  which  the  Air 


Norton  Air  Force 


X  am  requesting  that  Air  Fo  Fi^nt%2  be  given  every  consid> 
eration  for  your  operation^  irelocatlon,  as  I  feel  the  Air  National 
Guard  could  be  an  asset  to  bj|tizens  of  the  Antelope  Valley. 


As  you  are  aware,  the  ^;roposedi^almdale  International  Airport 
could  very  soon  becoite  li'^ealilty;  I  hope  you  have  taken  into 


consideration  the 
to  air  space  use. 


npati 


ity  of  both  operations  with  reference 


If  you  should  . 
letter,  pleas^ 
Foote,  at  (8^5 


iAvej.any,^Ct>mments  or  questions  regarding  this 
contact  my  deputy  in  the  Antelope  Valley,  Sherry 
Kf  45-6«91 . 


UiCHACLM).  ANTONOVICH 
Supervisor,  Fifth  District 

MDAtmh 


RECEIVED 

SEP13BB4 


PRC  •  P  4  0 


S6S.  HALL  OF  ADMINISTRATION.  SOO  WEST  TEMPLE  STREET.  LOS  ANGELES.  CA  90012  TELEPHONE  (213)  974-5555 


^alrndJe 

W  Mmtm  MAS 


JwiiiC.  Baits 

MAYOM 

Mrtd  L  Batsley 

WCCAMYOR 

Tracy  R.  Bibb 

OOUNOUMN 

Wm.  J.  "Pate"  Knight 

OOUNOLMAN 

Eah  F.  Sherbum 


September  7 •''1984 


MSGT  Riley  Black 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Air  National  <3uard«  Van  Nuys 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Van  Nuys,  Calif.  91409* 

Dear  MSGT  Black: 


It  has  come  to  my  attention  thttt^e  Air  National 
Guard  146th  Airlift  Wing  in  Va^^uys  will  soon 
be  moving  its  operation^.  .  \ 

Included  among  future' aibs  possibilities,  I  understand, 
is  Air  Force  Plant  42  in  Fa^dale. 


I  feel  it  would  J»e  mutually  beneficial  if  Plant  42 
were  chosen  as  the  future  home  of  the  146th  Airlift 
Wing.  Palmdale  and  the  entire  Antelope  Valley  provide 
a  great  place  td^ive  and  work,  and  the  Air  National 
Guard  cou^d  certari^y  be  a  benefit  to  the  people  of 

If  you#ould  I^e  to  discuss  this  subject  or  if  you 
have  dhy  questions,  please  don't  hesitate  to  contact 

at  City  Hall,  (805)  273-^162. 


^anis  C.  Bales,  Mayor 
City  of  Palmdale 


RIA  CODE  105/273. aiSa  •  70S  t.  PALMDALE  SLVO..  PALMDALE.  CALIF.  03550 


•/  ^  f\  ‘ 
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September  12,  196^ 


Lt.  Col.  Walter  Clabuesch 
1fl6th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
Air  National  Guard 
8030  Balboa  Blvd. 

Van  Nuys,  CA  91409 

Dear  Colonel  Clabuesch: 


RECEIVED 
SEPl4fi84 
PRC  •  P  &  D 


Thank  you  for  providing  our  Board  of  Dij^cto^  .with  The  needed 
Information  and  background  that  enablecfta  to  tel^e  positive  action 
favoring  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  Tactical  Airlift 

Wing  to  Pt.  Mugu  Naval  Air  Station.wrv,-  _ 


'  As  you  and  Captain  Crumrine  may^#cal1k  The  vote  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  of  the  Oxnard  Area  Chafalter  o^Commerce  favoring  this 
action  was  unanimous.  We  l^k  forward  to  assisting  you  and  your 
staff  in  any  way  we  can  throii^hout  the  Public  Hearings  on  the 
EIR  and  EIS,  and  finally  fn  facilitating  your  relocation  to 
NAS  Pt.  Mugu.  We  belie**  strawgiy  that  you  and  your  unit  will 
have  a  very  beneficial  upon  the  economy  of  this  area  with¬ 

out  undo  impacts  up^  the^usfng  and  other  resources  of  Ventura 
County.  i 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  oth^  News  Release  that  has  been  distributed  to 
all  media  in^his  are^-:  Please  feel  free  to  use  it  to  your  best 
advantage^  ^ 

If  we  dm  be^i€f  further  assistance,  do  not  hesitate  to  call 


MillhaelSH.  PI i sky  • 
^President 

^fc^bkf 

Enclosure 

cc:  MSBT  Riley  Black 

Ms.  Sylvia  M.  Salenius 
Mr.  Jack  Stewart 


CHAMoen  or  commeuce  /  e.o.  box  asr  /  oxnard.  California  mosz  '  raos)  aar^sos 


Chamber  of  Commerce 


Oxnard,  Calif. 


For  more  information  phone:  (605)  4^7.^305 


September  11,  1984 


CHAMBER  ENDORSES  AIR  GUARD  MOVE  TO  PT.  MUGU 


Citing  the  positive  Impact  on  the  local  economy  and  the^ee<^  to  maintain 
the  Air  National  Guard  in  a  “ready"  position,  the  Oxu^d.Area^^amber  of 
Commerce  by  action  of  Its  Board  of  Directors  last  Morw^  (September  10) 
has  come  out  in  support  of  the  relocation  of  tl^l46th  Tactical  Airlift 


Wing.  Air  National  Guard  from  Van  Nuys  Airlift  toW.  Mugu  Naval  Air 


Station  near  Oxnard. 


The  action  was  taken  following  jtpreSfntiti on  by  Lt.  Col.  Walter  Clabuesch 

and  Capt.  Boyd  Crumrtne  of  tlTe  Air  Natianal  Guard  unit. 

. 


V 


During  the  presentatioh  an^'ifiueslioning  that  followed  It  was  brought  out 


that  of  the  340  fuT'li^iiie  ig^sonnel  and  1100  part-time,  primarily  weekend 
personnel,  ov^  BB^rwat  currently  reside  within  a  fifty  mile  radius  of 
Pt.  Mugu.  jgHwfrefore,  a  move  to  Pt.  Mugu  would  not  have  a  strongly  adverse 


nt^Oh  a|no^(^ 

fufi?t1lK  PjfSC 


effect  1oci1  housing  but  would  prevent  undo  hardship  on  the  personnel 
that  woul^'^.j'Bquired  by  either  personnel  relocation  or  long  commuting 
distances  should  an  alternate  location  be  selected.  In  fact,  both  Clabuesch 
and  Crumrine  are  residents  of  Ventura  County. 


The  pending  expiration  of  the  current  Air  National  Guard  lease  at  Van  Nuys 
in  1985,  coupled  with  high  volume  of  light  general  aviation  traffic  and 
the  inability  of  physically  separating  the  Air  National  Guard  operations 


NEWS  RELEASE 
September  11,  1984 


from  the  rest  of  that  airport  has  resulted  In  the  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing, 
which  currently  flys  C-130  turbo-prop  transport  aircraft,  seriously  con¬ 
sidering  a  relocation  to  either  Pt.  Mugu,  Air  Force  Plant  #42  In  Palmdale 
of  Norton  Air  Force  Base  In  San  Bemadino. 

M-S 

Both  a  full  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  as  requlr^  by  tfH^Callfornia 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CSQA)  and  an  Env1ronmenta10npa^4|Latement 


required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Acl 


Kntly  being 


prepared  and  public  hearings  will  be  conducted, prior  to  any  final  decision 


being  made.  Col.  Clabuesch  said. 


r 


.  -30 


Homeowners 
of  Encino 


R&CH1VED 
S£Pl7fi84 
f  RC  ■  P  &  0 


"Serving  the  honeovmers  of  Encino" 

»  *; 

I 

U.^''^red  Clabuesch,  Lt.  Colonel «  CA  Ang 
AJ^' National  Guard  ; 

Hci^^quarters  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 
VaaNuys,  Ca.  91409 


GERALD  A.  SILVER 
President 
P.O.  Box  453 
Encino,  CA  91426 
Phone  (213)  990-2757 


. 

• «  > 

Dear  Col.  Clabuesch: 


RE:  RELOCATION  OF  ANG  and 
SCOPING  MEETINGS 


Our  organization  would  like  to  take  an  active  role  in 
pi^^jbic^ipAting  in  Scoping  meetings  regarding  the  ANG.  Our 
position  is  that  we  would  like  to  see  the  guard  relocate 
from  its  present  Van  Muys  airport  location.  Your  present 
fleet  of  aircraft  generates  noise  and  we  believe  safety 
problems . 


We  would  not,  however  want  to  see  the  LAOOA  replace  your 
operation  with  other  fixed  base  operators  who  would  also 
generate  noise.  Our  recommendation  is  that  the  space  be 
converted  to  a  golf  course,  tennis  courts,  or  a  public 
park.  Since  the  Van  Nuys  Airport  will  be  out  of  compliance 
with  the  1985  -  65  CNEL  contour,  the  removal  of  the  guard, 
and  the  substitution  of  non-aircraft  related  usage  of  the 
facilities,  such  as  a  park,  etc.  would  be  in  the  public's 
best  interest. 


Ue  are  also  dismayed  to  discover  that  you  held  a  Scoping  meeting 
on  Aug.  16,  1984,  where  we  and  other  homeowners  organizations 
were  not  invited,  not  given  adequate  notice.  Be  advised  that 
FAA  Order  lOSO.lC  concerning  Environment  Impacts  states  that 
"Citizen  involvement, where  appropriate,  should  be  initiated 
at  the  earliest  practical  time  and  continue  throughout  the 
development  of  the  proposed  project  in  order  to  obtain  mean¬ 
ingful  input."  In  our  opinion,  your  Scoping  meeting  was  inade¬ 
quately  noticed. 

We  must  therefore  ask  that  another  Scoping  meeting  be  held  on 
this  matter  and  that  adequate  notice  be  given  to  homeowners 
groups.  The  absence  of  persons  at  your  last  meeting  effectively 
invalidates  the  previous  Scoping  gession.  You  may  wish  to  con¬ 
tact  Jim  Norville,  airport  manager,  for  a  list  of  concerned 
community  organizations. 

C^dially  yours, 

Gerald  A.  ^Iver 


CCt  LADOA 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  SCOPING  PROCESS 

PhA  Order  1090. IC  "PoUcles  mnd  Proce^oret  lor  Considering  f"^”*^*^*-*^*^ 

teMcS"  iUte»  that  •Citixen  mvoivemeni, 

at^Teerliest  practical  time  and  continued  throughout  the 

SocS^I  proiect  in  order  to  obtain  meaningful  Input.-  It  also  prov»f«  'A 

au^^  olWxen  Involvement  and  the  environmental  jssu«  *’****^ . 

documented  where  practicable  in  the  EIS."  Ih  compliance  wJ*h  these  requirements, 

the  feUewLng  information  is  provided! 

A- 


% 


P  0  Sox  453  • 
EncnoCA  91426 


^^0  sue  ^ 


W.  FRED  CLABUESCH,  LT.  COL.  CA  ANG 

Air  National  Guard 

Headq.  146th  Tactical  Airlift 

Van  Nuya,  Ca.  91409 


ro  ftox  «)<•<(■ 

Van  iMya,  Ca.  fi407 


0Ban  Aiiport  Noise 


Oaar  Mr. Black: 

Aa  an  organization  concerned  with  the  reduction  and  control  of  airport 
related  noise  we  were  disturbed  when  an  article  that  appeared  in  the 
valley  section  of  the  LA  Tines  dated  August  19th  stated  that  the  Air 
National  Cuard  based  at  Van  Nuys  Airport  was  seeking  public  input  regarding 
the  proposed  nove  fron  that  aiport  to  alternate  sites.  One  of  these  sites 
Point  Mugu  Naval  Base  near  Canarillo  brought  protests  Aj|pn  the  ciy  of 
Canarillo  at  a  hearing  held  at  that  city.  The  article  a^o  stated  that  a 
hearing  would  be  held  in  the  Van  Nuys  Airport  area .  ill^tiMver  the  proposed 
neeting  had  already  held  in  Reseda  on  August  16th  .j^lhis  Ite^ting  was  attended 
according  to  a  reliable  source,  by  only  two  privum  ^tizens(  part  of  a  group 
fron  Canarillo)  and  a  nenber  of  the  press.  ^ 

This  neeting  was  considered  important  enough  to  fiv^^n  f^litary 
personnel  fron  out  of  state,  In  a  call  to  you#offic^ 

of  the  National  Guard  a  Colonel  Clevesch  s.taT#d  ^at  three  announcenents 
were  run  in  the  local  newspapers  (  one  forjeac^sr  the  proposed  sites) 
and  that  the  notice  of  the  Reseda  hearing  aftpeawd  7  days  prior  to  the 
neeting.  Also  it  was  verified  that  onli^^4wo^ntnbers  of  the  lay  public 
attended.  Theses  "scoping*  hearings  wer^,  consitlered  a  fornality  by  the 
Guard  spokesman  and  considered  one  adV4nc*  notice  adequate. 

Our  problem  with  these  events  are^ 

1.  No  notices  were  run  in  the  1  oca l^rea  ^Newspapers  and  no  TV  or  radio 

coverage  was  given.  ^ 

2.  Although  considered  inportanr°#noegh  to  fly  in  military  personnel,  the 
area  citizens  were  given  scant^|^t%e  and  no  homeowner '‘s  groups 

were  given  advance  notice.  ^ 

In  our  opinion  this  matter  must  D<t;  given  wider  publicity. 

The  valley  residents  who  ba’SjjO  indeed  the  operations  of  the  Guard  for 
many  years  should  be  thq/oughK^  informed  through  open  public  hearings 
with  advance  notice  gi^n  tn^  area  homeowners  groups  of  the  intent 
of  the  Guard  so  as  to  eXaclilt  jffe  opinion  of  those  who  are  most  directly 
impacted.  Although  LoT’l^^wdrfrst o od  that  most  of  the  area  governmental 
agencys  were  n  ot  ifi#d  t^4|e  emphasis  was  given  to  the  public  at  large. 

BAN  strongly  su^^sTf  t%et  the  National  Guard  make  a  more  positive  and 
direct  approachyftS^lM  citizens  in  the  area  of  the  airport  and  hold 


to  opinion  of  those  who  are  most  directly 

Lor-l^^wdrfhstood  that  most  of  the  area  governmental 
i#d,‘^it^4|;e  emphasis  was  given  to  the  public  at  large. 
)WSTf  t%et  the  National  Guard  make  a  more  positive  and 
citizens  in  the  area  of  the  airport  and  hold 
I  af'H)||i  time  and  place  that  would  insure  a  representive 


additional  meeJfing|  af*)^  time  and  place  that  would  insure  a  representive 
response.  m 

The  removal  oKjhe  146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  from  Van  Nuys  airport 
would  be  a  blessi^^^  to  the  area  residents  as  well  as  a  means  for  the  Dept- 
ment  of  Airports  to  be  compliant  with  the  future  requirements  of  CEQA. 

We  further  suggest  that  the  vacated  property  be  utilized  for  quieter 
enterprizes  such  as  light  industrial  or  commercial  excluding  those  that 
would  add  more  hangars  or  aircraft. 


Anthony  C.  Beilenson 
Howard  Berman 
Bobbie  Fiedler 
Alan  Robbins 
Tom  Bane 
Ernani  Bernardi 
Joy  Picus 


Respectfully , 


Michael  L.  Mack 


Vice  Pres.  Ban  Airport  Noise 


Lilt  of  Von  Nuyi  Airport  orio  Honoewnor's  Aisoclotlons. 


1.  Bon  Airport  Noli* 

P.O.  Box  3184 

Von  Nuyi,  Collfornlo,  91407 

2.  Honoownor'i  of  vnclno 
P.O.  Box  2008 

Cnclno>  Collfornlo,  91426 

3.  Enclno  Property  Owner'i  Assoclotlon 
P.O.  Box  42S 

Cnclno>  Collfornlo  »91316 

4.  Shornon  Ooki  Honeouners 
P.O.  Box  S223 

Shernon  Ooki,  Collfornlo  |91413 

S.,  Sun  Volley  Hoenouner'i 
P.O.  Box  1303 

Sun  Volley,  Collfornlo ,91352 

6.  Conyon  ond  Hillside  Federotion 
16611  Pork  Lone  Circle 
Los  Anqeles,  Colifornio ,90049 


7.  North  Hollywood  Honeouner's 
P.O.  Box  4052 

North  Hollywood,  Colifornio ,9160 

8.  Torzono  Property  Owners  ^ . 

P.O.  Box  112  4 

Torzono,  Colifornio ,91356 

9.  Studio  City  Residents  ^  ^ 

P.O.  Box  1374  ^ 

Studio  City,  Colif ormo^lSB^ 

10.  Von  Nuys  Honeowi^r^l:^ABS 
P.O.  Box  3528  ^  ■■C 

Von  Nuys,  Col^or^£ei^9^407 

11.  Resedo  CorMM^l^jNtosociotion 

P.O.  Box  ^31/  ^ 

Resedo,  cB^f ornio ,91355 


12.  Sepulvedo  Hone'Owner's  Associotlon 
P.O.  Box  2008 

Sepulvedo,  Colifornio,  91343 


Rtcmso 

NOV  1 5 1984 
FRC  -  P  &  D 


Gene  C.  KJellberg 
169  Appletrte  Avenue 
Cemerlllo,  Callfornie  93010 
November  13,  1984 


Mr.  Key  Lucaaey~ 

Public  Affairs  Office 

Pacific  Missile  Test  Center,  Naval  Air  Station  Pt.  Mugu 
Code  0050 

Pt.  Mugu,  California  93042 


Dear  Mr.  Lucasey: 

SUBJECT:  POTENTIAL  BELOCATION  OF  THE  AIR  NATIONAL  CUA]t!r'S.146^'^ACTICAL 
AIRLIFT  WING 


This  letter  is  in  response  to  several  recent  newj^pa;i^4.r tides  describing  the 
potential  relocation  of  the  Air  National  Guard's  l^tb^actical  Airlift  Wing 
(Van  Nuy's  Airport)  to  the  Pt.  Mugu  Naval  Aiz^tatia|it.  Although  this  relocation, 
based  on  my  understanding,  is  only  a  proposal  niiH^thlA^tlme,  I  am  concerned  that 
such  a  move  to  Pt.  Mugu  is  even  being  coni^dorsdjbid  ^^sh  to  state  my  reasons 
for  opposing  the  relocation  proposal.  ^  ’Hii, 

1  am  a  resident  of  the  City  of  Camarillo  and  jccslde  in  the  Woodside  Greens  neigh¬ 
borhood  located  near  the  Ventura  F|eewdf/Pl«asant  Valley  Road  interchange.  Cur¬ 
rently  our  neighborhood  is  signlf&aAtly  Impacted  by  Jet  and  propeller  aircraft 
noise  originating  from  Pt.  Mugu^' ^lor'^tO;^our  recent  home  purchase,  I  vas  aware 
of  some  potential  aircraft  nol se '^l^aeting'  this  portion  of  the  County.  This 
information  vas  outlined  in  the  197%^adfic  Missile  Test  Center  Ft.  Mugu  Air 
Installation  Compatible  Use'Zone  (A^UZ)  study  and  in  the  City  of  Camarillo's 
real  estate  disclosure  stAtaMm^t.  not  prepared,  however,  for  the  excessive 

number  of  flights,  the  l4tensi^9^#f  Jet  fighter  noise,  nor  your  pilots  apparent 
|disregard  for  followiml^prsicrlji^  flight  paths  and  respecting  minimum  prescribed 
^iltitudes  during  appcoaebcs  t];)K  were  noted  in  the  AICUZ  study.  In  addition, 

'l  was  not  informed nr  change  in  the  level  of  operations  at  your  air 

tase  prior  to  ou^^bom^pqrchase.  I  consider  the  addition  of  the  Air  National 
uard  unit  a  maJ(^^SCala^ion  in  flight  operations  and  based  on  my  understanding, 
as  nothing  ^doi^wltjh  Pt.  Mugu  carrying  out  its  primary  mission  (i.e.,  support 
facility  fojipthe  ^nd^^erg  Air  Force  Base  and  Pacific  Missile  Test  Center). 


am  a  professivaal  land  use  planner  with  the  County  of  Ventura  and  my  priatary 
responsibilities  include  the  preparation  of  major  updates  to  the  County's  General 

«an  (including  the  Land  Use  Element  and  the  Noise  Element).  During  the  last 
irteen  years,  I  have  had  sufficient  experience  in  planning  for  and  thus  attempt- 
g  to  minimize  land  use  conflicts  between  incompatible  land  uses  (e.g.,  military 
air  bases  with  their  attendant  noise  and  safety  problems  and  noise  sensitive 

»8  such  as  residential  neighborhood).  I  raise  this  point  not  because  sty 
nions  necessarily  reflect  the  County  of  Ventura's  official  position  on  this 
issue  but  because  my  concerns  with  this  relocation  goes  beyond  that  of  a  concerned 
arlllo  resident. 


Page  two 


During  a  aix  year  tenure  with  the  County  of  Orange  Planning  Department,  I  worked 
on  numerous  general  plan  amendments  Involving  the  El  Toro  Marine  Corp  Air  Station 
(ETMAS)  and  its  relationship  to  the  urbanizing  South  Orange  County  area.  I  see 
■any  similarities  involving  land  use /environmental  conflicts  experienced  by  El 
Toro  and  problems  associated  with  your  air  base  and  its  flight  operations.  At 
numerous  public  hearings  before  the  Orange  County  Board  of  Supervisors  involving 
existing  and  potential  land  use/nolse  conflicts,  the  ETMAS  personnel  argued  that 
their  facility  was  in  existence  before  the  south  Orange  County  urbanization  and 
that  a  prohibition  of  residential  and  other  noise  sensitive  uses  under  their 
flight  paths  was  necessary  in  order  to  minimize  future  problems  and  litigation. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  eventually  amended  the  County's  Land  Use  Element  and 
Noise  Element  trhich  mandated  that  all  new  residential  construf^lon  be  excluded 
from  lands  affected  by  65  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (Cl^)  impacts  emana* 
ting  from  the  ETMAS,  Orange  County  Airport,  freeways,  etc«'^  Although  this  1979 
decision  alleviated  some  problems  between  El  Toro's  operjiCtons  the  population 
growth  in  south  Orange  County,  it  by  no  means  eliminated  tTw  safety/noise/resi- 
dential  land  use  conflicts.  Although  ETMAS  personnel ’%»uX<f  undoubtedly  dispute 
the  following  position,  I  am  convinced  that  it  is  only  matter  of  time  until 
the  El  Toro  air  base  is  forced  to  relocate  to  a  m^n  remoW  location  (e.g..  Camp 
Pendleton).  I  base  my  opinion  on  the  increasing  oMtaeg  with  urban  uses  encroach¬ 
ing  on  El  Toro  and  the  resultant  political  prMSurelL  th*t  will  eventually  force 
the  relocation. 

I  brought  up  the  situation  in  Orange  Count^ heeauta  It  typifies  the  inherent 
problems  of  a  large  military  air  installitlon  located  in  a  rapidly  urbanizing 
county.  It  should  be  noted  that  El  Toro's  lan^ -ilie/noise/safety  problems  became 
more  acute  even  though  their  level  of  dnerationa  did  not  escalate  significantly 
and  their  pilots  generally  followed  their.  ptr«scribed  AICUZ  flight  paths.  It 
seems  to  me  that  Pt.  Mugu,  while  .adnlttadly  located  in  a  somewhat  more  remote 
section  of  Southern  California,  subject  to  equally  significant  urbanization 
pressures.  Ventura  County's  1982  pc^ulat^ion  was  552,000  persons  which  is 
expected  to  increase  by  260,000  persotn^,  or  to  a  projected  population  of  812,000 
persons,  by  the  year  2000.  ^4  signiflcaht  portion  of  the  County's  growth  will 
occur  in  the  Camarillo/Oxitard  geographic  areas  (i.e.,  their  existing  1982  pop¬ 
ulations  of  38,214  and  ld8,40l  <^t*rapectively)  is  projected  to  grow  to  approximately 
87,000  persons  and  193^000  per s^a  (respectively)  by  the  year  2000).  Although 
much  of  this  growth  w|li Hde  chSmie led  into  existing  City  "spheres  of  influence" 
(i.e.,  those  areas^'Wrved  Lyfexisting  and  funded  urban  services),  development 
pressures  will  f uilther .■rode  'Existing  agricultural /open  space  lands  in  the  Oxnard 
plain.  I  am  ci^ng  ^ese  gfowth  figures  because  I  feel  it  is  important  for 
decision  make];4r  in.  the  Jkapartment  of  Defense  and  the  California  Air  National 
Guard  to  realize  Ventura  County,  while  still  dependent  on  an  agricultural 

economic  base^^jy*  li  rapidly  urbanizing  County  and  will  continue  to  experience 
these  growth  proitires  into  the  next  century.  Inevitably  these  growth  trends 
will  increasingly  Impact  upon  your  air  base's  operations  and  the  resultant  poli¬ 
tical  pressures  may  eventually  force  a  relocation  of  Pt.  Mugu  to  a  more  remote 
location.  I  believe  this  scenario  is  inevitable  even  though  I  personally  and 
professionally  would  prefer  to  see  agricultural  operations  in  the  Oxnard  plain 
remain  as  an  economically  viable  and  permanent  use  of  the  land. 
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Given  these  facts,  I  find  it  difficult  to  understand  vhy  the  Department  of  Defense 
would  even  consider  expanding  flight  operations  with  the  relocation  of  the 
Air  National  Guard  unit*  It  seems  to  me  that  you  already  have  a  public  relations 
problem  with  adjoining  cities  and  consnunltiea  such  as  Camarillo.  This  problem 
involves  resident  complaints  concerning  noise  impacts  and  safety  considerations 
related  to  your  base's  current  level  of  operations  and  is  further  amplified  by 
your  pilots  ignorance  of  or  disregard  for  follo%rlng  prescribed  flight  paths  and 
maintaining  accepted  minimum  altitude  during  their  approach  to  the  Pt.  Mugu 
facility.  Why  compound  your  public  relations  problems  and  add  fuel  to  detractor's 
arguments  that  Pt.  Mugu  should  move  to  another  location  due  to  increasing  land 
use/nolse/ safety  conflicts  in  this  urbanizing  area? 

c 

For  the  reasons  cited  above,  I  urge  you  to  reconsider  the  relocation  of  the  146th 
Tactical  Airlift  Wing  to  Pt.  Mugu.  In  my  opinion,  such  a  i&nre  %n>uld  seriously 
erode  the  public's  image  of  Pt.  Mugu  as  a  necessary  militiax'y  facility  in  the 
south  coast  region  and  the  additional  noise  and  safetjrjfmpat^ts  would  adversely 
affect  existing  and  future  residents  of  south  central  "ll^tura  Cipnty.-  I  request 
that  you  provide  a  written  response  to'the  points  raisedf^in  this  letter.  .  I 
primarily  am  interested  in,  1)  the  status  of  the  Agr  National  Guard's  potential 
relocation,  2)  %ihy  your  pilots  continue  to  disregard  the  AlCUZ  approach  paths, 

3}  why  do  your  pilots  frequently  fly  at  lower  ^tituilea  than  those  noted  in  the 
AICUZ  study,  and  4)  when  will  the  draft  envlronaantar<^pact  statement  being  pre¬ 
pared  for  the  Air  National  Guard's  potent!^  ixeloc^  available  for  review? 


Gene  C.  Kjellberg 


cc:  Captain  Michael  Ritz,  P, 
Colonel  Claybues,  Base 
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Affairs  Office,  146th  Tactical  Airlift 
146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing 


Wing 


neer, 


Congresswoman  Bobbi ^ledler.^  21st  Co.ngressional  District 
Supervisor  Ed  Jon^V  2^  Supervisorial  District 
Supervisor  Maggie  sricksen^Srd  Supervisorial  District 
Mayor  Bill  Este/,  City^of Xaraarlllo 
Councilman  Myii  M^^an,'°-Glty  of  Camarillo 
City  Manager^ii^  C^le%y,  City  of  Camarillo 
PRC  Enginfiring  %c.,  Attn:  Sylvia  Salinas 
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i4«TH  TAU  IBLOCATION  SUEVBT 


1.  Introduction 


000741 


Tho  Air  Notional  Guard  ia  currently  conducting  an  Invironnantal 
Xnpaet  Aaaoaaaont  of  tho  potential  relocation  of  the  146th  TAU 
from  Van  Muya  to  one  of  three  poaaible  loeationa:  NAS  Point  llugu. 
Air  Force  Plant  #42  at  Paladale,  or  Norton  Air  Force  Baae.  Aa  a 
part  of  that  effort,  thia  queationnaire  ia  being  adniniatered  to 
aaaiat  the  Air  Guard  in  deternining  what  effect  aueh  a  aore  night 
hare  on  current  peraonnel  located  at  the  Van  Muya  baae.  The 
aurvey  ahould  take  approxiaately  fire  ninutea  to  ^aplete.  All 
reaponaea  will  be  held  in  atrict  confidence.  Tour  Cooperation  ia 
appreciated.  ^  ^ 
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ABSTRACT 


Archaeological  reconnaissances  were  conducted  on  two  of  three  proposed  land 
additions  for  military  bases  In  consideration  for  the  relocation  of  the  Van 
Nuys  Air  National  Guard  Base.  The  third  military  air  base,  Norton  Air  Force 
Base,  required  only  a  literature  search.  The  archaeological  records  searches 
and  on-foot  surveys  of  proposed  additions  to  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu 
and  Palmdale  Air  force  Plant  #42  showed  that  there  are  no-cultural  resources 
on  these  properties.  The  records  search  for  the  parcel  aCNorton  Air  Force 
Base  demonstrates  that  there  are  no  recorded  archaeoVoglcal  sites  within  or 
adjacent  to  the  subject  property.  A  review  of  tN" historic  maps  for  the 
project  locations  reveals  that  there  are  no  h^torlS^tructures  located  with¬ 
in  the  property  boundaries.  However,  the  h1slarfc|«aps  illustrate  that  for 
the  Norton  Air  Force  Base  property  and  thtfJMava^^/llr  Station  Point  Mugu  prop¬ 
erty  historic  structures  existed  adjacent  to HU»e  Voperty  boundaries.  These 
structures  are  not  Indicated  on  the  pontetiporary  maps. 


INTRODUCTION 


The  following  report  Is  submitted  at  the  request  of  Sylvia  Salenius  of 
PRC  Engineering.  The  scope  of  work  Included  an  archaeological  records  search 
and  historical  overview  for  three  parcels  of  land  being  considered  as  sites 
for  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  Air  National  Guard  unit  currently  located 
•at  Van  Nuys»  California.  The  three  parcels  of  land  are  In  or  adjacent  to 
Naval  Air  Station,  Point  Nugu;  Norton  Air  Force  Base;  and^l^ir  Force  Plant  #42, 
Palmdale.  All  of  these  sites  are  located  in  Southern^alffornia.  In  addition 
to  the  records  search  and  historic  overview,  a  fiel^AUfvey  .was  carried  out 
at  the  Point  Mugu  and  Palmdale  properties.  The  Ng^on^ir  Force  Base  property 
was  not  surveyed  since  it  has  been  extensively  dev^ped  ai^d  paved  over.  Since 
federal  funds  are  involved,  the  records,  liteptui^,  alnf  field  surveys  were 
carried  out  in  order  to  identify  sites  or^roplg^iJt -potentially  eligible  for 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.^fe,  % 


PROJECT  LOCATIONS  AND  DESCRIPTIONS 


PALMDALE  AIR  FORCE  PLANT  #42  / 


This  proposed  addition  of  280^Pi^et4^  located  adjacent  to  the  west  side  of 
the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Jpl ant  #42 'll*  Los  Angeles  County  (Figures  1  and  2.) 

The  subject  property rln^^iv^y  flat,  reaching  an  elevation  of  2500  feet 
above  sea  level,  piri^ntjctonnunity  is  Joshua  Tree  Woodland  with  Mormon 
Tea  (Ephedra  so ^ a^Opunti a  $p.?).  Creosote-bush  (Larrea  Divaricata). 
Red  Brome  Desert  Stipa  (Stipa  speciosaK  and  Turkey  Mullein 

Eremocarpus  Setiaerusyas  an  understory. 


NAVAL  Alff-CrATlON  POINT  MUGU 


This  proposed  addition  of  approximately  240  acres  is  located  south  of  Hueneme 
Road,  north  of  the  Pacific  Missile  Range,  and  west  of  Highway  1  in  Ventura 
County  (Figures  3  and  4).  The  project  area  is  nearly  flat  as  a  result  of  crop 
harvesting.  The  entire  subject  property  has  been  disturbed  as  a  result  of 
crop  cultivation  and  swamp  drainage.  While  no  native  vegetation  exists,  there 
are  cultivated  fields  of  lima  beans  and  tomatoes.  The  elevation  of  the  project 
area  averages  ten  feet  above  sea  level. 


Figure  1.  General  Location  of  Project  Area,  Near  Palmdale  Air  force  Plant  #42. 
From  USGS  Los  Angeles  0975)  and  San  Bernardino  (1969)  Quads. 


Scale  1:250,000 


Figure  2. 


Specific  Location  of  Project  Area*  Near  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42. 
From  uses  Palmdale  (1974),  Ritter  Ridge  (1974).  Lancaster  West 
(1974)  Quads. 


Scale  1:24.000 


Figure  3.  General  Location  of  Project  Area*  Near  NAS  Point  Nugu.  Prom 
USGS  Los  Angeles  (197S)  Quad. 

Scale  1:250,000 
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NORTON  AIR  FORCE  BASE 

This  subject  property  approximates  160  acres  and  Is  located  north  of  the 
Norton  Air  Force  Base  runway  and  taxi  ways  and  south  of  City  Creek  in  San 
Bernardino  County  (Figures  5  and  6).  The  average  elevation  is  1140  feet 
above  sea  level.  The  entire  area  is  impacted  with  structures*  roads,  and 
concrete  aprons  for  the  aircraft  taxi  ways. 

SURVEY  METHODS  ^  \ 


PALMDALE  AIR  FORCE  PLANT  #42 


On  July  11,  1984,  Thomas  J.  Banks  and  Jackie  ^sauteiSH^ronducted  an  archaeo¬ 
logical  reconnaissance  of  the  subject  propertj^  0lt-^t  transects  were  spaced 
30  meters  apart.  The  ground  visibility  w^^xc^yent  because  of  the  sparse 
vegetation.  ■’  ^ 

NAVAL  AIR  STATION  POINT  MUGU  4 

On  July  12,  1984,  Thomas  J.  Banks  and  Jackie  Oesautels  conducted  an  archaeo- 

'•  "  ••  ■' 

logical  reconnaissance  of  tha  avbjtct  property.  The  majority  of  the  project 
area  Is  under  cultivatijp:  linuT'^^ans  and  tomatoes  with  wind  breaks  of  euca¬ 
lyptus  and  Cyprus.  One  a^JIhe  extreme  southern  end  of  the  property  was 
not  under  cultivat^,  |it  wl^  being  disced  during  the  reconnaissance.  This 
area  is  reclaimed  1^*  One  strip  of  the  subject  property,  near  Hueneme 
Road,  is  d1  st^Ae^pmpact  dirt. 

Ground  vi^bi^lt^'^ii^  obscured  among  the  tomatoes  and  more  mature  lima  bean 
plants,  ^^wtver,  this  amounted  to  a  strip  that  is  only  30  to  40  cm  wide. 

The  major  on  of  the  subject  property  was  surveyed,  on  foot,  in  transects 
Spaced  30  to  40  meters  apart.  There  were,  however,  areas  where  trees,  pipes, 
and  irrigation  ditches  obstructed  survey. 


SURVEY  RESULTS 

No  cultural  resources  were  found  as  a  result  of  the  archaeological  survey  of 
both  properties  considered  as  alternatives  for  the  relocation  of  the  Van  Nuys 
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Flour®  4  Specific  Location  of  Project  Area.  Near  NAS  Point  Mugy.  F^ 
®  *  IKGS  Camarillo  (1967),  Oxnard  (1967),  and  Point  Mugu  (1967). 

Scale  1:24,000 


figure  5. 


General  Location  of  Project  Area,  on  Norton  Air  Force  Base. 
From  USG5  San  Bernardino  (1969)  and  Santa  Ana  (1979)  Quads. 


Scale  1:125,000 


Figure  6.  Specific  Location  of  Project  Area,  on  Norton  Air  Force  Base. 
From  uses  Redlands  (1967)  Quad. 


Scale  1:24.000 
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National  Guard  Base.  However,  a  large  modern  trash  scatter  that  covers  a 
small  portion  of  the  proposed  addition  for  the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42. 
The  trash  is  dated  between  1940  and  1950  and  consists  mostly  of  tin  cans, 
glass,  50  gallon  drums,  roofing  tar,  and  bed  springs. 


RECORD  SEARCHES 

Archaeological  record  searches  were  requested  and  received  from  the  Institute 
of  Archaeology,  University  of  California  at  Los  Angela*  and  the  San  Bernardino 
County  Museum  Association.  The  record  searches  forj^  sub5ect  properties  and 
the  area  within  a  mile  of  the  Palmdale  Air  Force  piant-<A2  and  the  Norton  Air 
Force  Base  were  negative.  Although  there  are  recorded  archaeological  sites 
located  in  close  proximity  to  the  Naval  Air  Slption  Point  Mugu  property,  there 
are  none  within  the  property  boundaries.  Jtbese%iies  are  described  below: 


1*  Ven-11;  This  site  consists  of  a  shell  midden  located  approximately 
three  miles  southeast  of  the  s^ubject  property.  The  site  was  recorded 
by  B.  Frost  in  1954. 


Ven-110;  This  site  consists  of  a  shell  midden  with  associated  burials, 
bowls,  and  pestles.  It  is'Totated  approximately  two  miles  southeast  of 
the  subject  property.  The^te  was  recorded  by  McKusick  in  1959. 


3.  Ven-187;  This'^^ltd  coEB^ists  of  6  cemetery  and  habitation  area.  The 

exact  locatibn.^ls’Sindetermined  because  no  maps  were  included  when  this 
site  was ^Irst'^recprded  by  Toney  and  Huston  in  196B.  It  is  believed 
that  ^Ite ^exists  either  two  miles  southeast  or  two  miles  southwest 


of  si^ject  property. 


4.  Ven-256:  this  site  consists  of  a  cemetery  and  associated  artifacts. 
It  is  located  approximately  one  mile  south  of  the  subject  property. 
The  site  was  recorded  by  Barber  In  1971. 
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HISTORICAL  RESEARCH 


INTRODUCTION 


Historical  research  was  conducted  in  the  libraries  of  the  cities  of  Palmdale 
and  San  Bernardino  for  the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42  and  the  Norton  Air 
Force  Base,  respectively.  Neither  the  Palmdale  nor  the  San  Bernardino  histor¬ 
ical  societies  have  documents  available  to  the  public  at  lyhis  time.  Historical 
research  for  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu  was  conductis  at  the  Oxnard  City 
library  and  the  Ventura  County  Historical  Society. 


Nineteenth  century  and  turn  of  the  twentieth  cent^  iQ#s^re  inspected  for 
evidence  of  historic  structures  located  within^he  pi^iHirties  proposed  for  the 
relocation  of  the  Van  Nuys  National  Guard  Base>-  Thtre  is  no  evidence  of  his¬ 
toric  structures  within  the  subject  proper^  of  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant 
#42  (Figure  7),  the  Naval  Air  Station  Pi^lnt  nt^u  figure  B),  and  the  Norton 
Air  Force  Base  (Figure  9).  However 1099  map  does  show  two  structures 
adjacent  to  what  is  now  the  northw#$t  bouiidai^  of  the  Norton  Air  Force  Base. 
Similarly,  a  1904  map  illustrates  tliit  too  Historic  structures  are  within 
400  feet  of  the  proposed  land  fdlditiorii  to  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu. 
Another  structure  is  indicated .:|ppt»ximately  1000  feet  east  of  the  northernmost 
boundary.  The  historic jttructurej  jaear  both  of  these  air  bases  no  longer  exist 
however,  there  may  be^ubsiirfaca^vidence  of  historic  occupation  (such  as 
trash  dumps).  ^ 


PALMDALE 


As  early  jjf  11^1  Butterfield  stage  coach  carrying  passengers,  bullion, 
and  frei^  from  San  Bernardino  to  Bakersfield,  stopped  in  Palmdale  (Antelope 
Valley  n.d.)>^et,  it  was  when  the  railroad  was  built  through  the  Antelope 
Valley,  in  1876,  that  people  decided  to  settle  in  the  area  to  become  known 
as  Palmdale  (Progress  Association  n.d.). 


Palmdale  was  settled  by  German  Lutheran  colonists  sometime  between  1684  and 
1666  (Cunningham  1964).  The  mistaken  identity  of  the  Joshua  trees  for  palms 
prompted  the  settlers  to  name  their  new  town  Palmenthal,  later  changed  to 


Figure  7.  Location  of  Project  Area  on  Historic  Map.  From  USGS  Elizabeth 
Lake  (1917)  Quad. 


I 

I 


Scale  1:125.000 


Project  Area  Plotted  on  an  Historic  Nap.  From  US6S  Pt.  Hueneme 
(1904.  1911}  Quad.  Scale  1:62.500 


Figure  9.  Project  Area  Plotted  on  an  Historic  Map.  USGS  San  Bernardino 
(1901,  1909)  and  Redlands  (1899)  Quads. 

Scale  1:62,000 
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Palmdale  (Palmdale  Chamber  of  Commerce  1979).  The  name  of  Palmenthal  became 
official  when  the  post  office  was  established  on  June  17,  1888,  in  the 
general  store  owned  by  a  Mr.  Munz.  The  name  was  changed  to  Palmdale  in  1890 
(Valley  Life  n.d.). 

The  German  colonists,  after  surveying  the  land,  constructed  the  first  canal 
.from  Littlerock  Creek  to  the  "village,"  using  wooden  flumes  and  ditches. 

Large  cisterns  were  also  used  to  store  water.  For  domestic  use  of  water, 
wells  were  dug  and  windmills  were  constructed  (Valley  Life  n.d.) 

Because  of  a  drought  In  1893,  a  problem  with  water^vUttorage  resulted  (Palmdale 
Chamber  of  Commerce  1979).  Consequently,  many  of  settlers  left  Palmdale, 
while  the  few  who  remained  moved  their  homes, ^ece  b^^^ece,  to  the  present 
location  of  Palmdale,  which  is  approximately  t*i^  to- three  miles  west  of  what 
Is  now  called  Old  Palmdale.  All  that  remain  of%ld  Palmdale  is  the  cemetery 
with  German  inscriptions  on  the  heads tdnes  (VaTley" Life  n.d.). 

By  1911  and  1912  Palmdale,  along  vi^th  Lancaster,  was  actively  pursuing  grain 
farming.  Between  the  two  towns  seven  hundred  and  fifty  carloads  of  grain 
were  shipped  out  in  one  year. {Progress  Association  n.d.). 

Until  the  stock  market  etash  of  1929  the  small  conmunity  of  Palmdale  remained 
fairly  undisturbed.  depression,  however,  the  Works  Progress  Adminis¬ 

tration  (WPA)  initiated '^he  Jbuil ding  of  the  Palmdale-Littlerock  dam  and  the 
Palmdale  airport-(AnteTope^alley  n.d.).  (This  county  airport  is  now  the 
location  of  t^  Paiadale  Air  Force  Plant  #42.) 

During  liiT  iTv  In  1941,  the  Palmdale  county  airport  was  leased  to  the 

United  Stl^  government  for  $1.00  per  year  for  the  training  of  “adets 
(Antelope  Vafley  n.d.).  In  1947  the  airport  was  purchased  by  the  county  for 
$30,000  and  an  additional  four  acres  were  added  sometime  later.  The  federal 
government  finally  bought  the  county  airport  in  1951,  at  which  time  aircraft 
companies  such  as  Lockheed  and  Northrop  located  at  Plant  142  (Progress  Asso¬ 
ciation  n.d.). 
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VENTURA 


The  name  Mugu  Is  the  modified  word  for  the  Ventureno  Chumash  village  of 
Mtiwu.  located  approximately  three  to  four  miles  southeast  of  the  Naval  Air 
Station  Point  Mugu.  In  fact,  many  of  the  names  for  the  cities  In  Ventura. 
County  are  taken  from  the  original  Chunash  village  appellations  (Grant  1978a}. 


Chumash  aboriginal  territory  extended  from  San  Luis  Obispo  in  the  north  to 
Malibu  Canyon  on  the  coast  and  in  the  Interior  to  the  Sanl|baquin  valley. 

In  addition,  the  Islands  of  San  Miguel,  Santa  Rosa,  Saiita  Cruz,  and  Anacapa 
were  occupied  by  the  Chumash  (Grant  1978bi  Kroeber. 


The  Point  Mugu  environs  along  with  Point  Huen§|ie  werbjtccupied  by  the  Chumash 


until  the  Spaniards  established  the  Mission  San  Su^Avehtura ,  located  within 
the  present  city  of  Ventura,  In  1771  (Grar^^97ib) ,  Spanish  colonization  of 
the  Chumash  promulgated  disease  among  ,|Me  in1S$1on\)eophytes,  so  that  by  the 
time  mission  secularization  occurred- In  1834 ,  nearly  four-fifths  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  had  died.  4  % 


Historically,  the  proposed  ^dftion  to  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu  was  located 
within  the  Rancho  El  Rio  de  S8n|a  Clara  o  La  Colonia.  The  rancho  was  granted 
In  1837,  by  Governor  Jup  B.  Al^rado,  to  eight  men  and  their  families.  In 
1872,  the  rancho  was  .j^ate'n^  tr  these  original  grantees  (Robinson  1956). 

Although  transportatfon  tc^an  Buenaventura  was  often  accomplished  by  men  on 
horseback  an<|  imuleback^''the  most  common  mode  of  travel  was  by  sea.  In  1868, 
however,  ^  ^agecoacl^  supplanted  the  sailing  vessels  and  steamers  (Robinson 
1956).  ^  wai  no^^ntil  1913  that  the  state  highway  was  constructed  over  the 
old  route^heridan  1926). 


When  the  first  postal  service  was  established  In  San  Buenaventura  In  1661, 
delivery  of  the  mail  was  free.  The  first  postmaster  for  the  city  of  San 
Buenaventura  used  to  place  the  mail  In  his  hat  and  "begin  •  round  of  friendly 
calls  upon  those  for  whom  he  had  letters"  (Hobson  and  Francis  1912:7). 
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Until  1873.  San  Buenaventura  was  Included  within  the  boundaries  of  Santa 
Barbara  County.  In  celebration  of  the  separation  from  Santa  Barbara,  San 
Buenaventura  held  "the  last  great  bull  fight  and  dance.. .a  remnant  of  an 
ancient  custom  Inherited  from  Spain"  (Hobson  and  Francis  1912:7). 


Comnensurate  with  the  founding  of  Ventura  County  came  the  construction  of 
•a  courthouse,  completion  of  the  first  wharf,  a  bank  and  public  library, 
and  the  Introduction  of  Ice  cream  (Murphy  1979).  In  1887^  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  line  was  established  In  San  Buenaventura%and  for  conven¬ 
ience  the  name  was  shortened  to  Ventura.  When  the  Pprst  Office  also  used 
the  abbreviated  form,  the  county  soon  became  known 4s  ^ntvra  (Murphy  1979) 


Probably  the  most  remembered  citizen  of  Ventui^ls  Thomas  Bard  who  during 
his  fifty  year  (1865-1915)  residency  In  the  counj^ ’purchased  a  major  portion 
of  the  old  rancho  lands  (Including  La  ColonTa.)«  financially  supported 
many  of  the  businesses  In  the  county  ai^  became  a  State  Senator.  Thomas  Bard 
was  remembered  as  a  generous  man  who '^cever. foreclosed  a  mortgage"  (Fairbanks 
1960:7).  \  ^ 

---•-••tit;:;- 

When  the  La  Colonia  rancho  was  ss  one  of  the  larger  Bard  holdings 

there  were  minor  problems  with  Squatters.  Although  records  Indicate  that 
nothing  serious  ever  hapjnaned  between  the  renters  and  the  squatters,  one  man 
was  lynched  for  the  mj/Mer  Tbt^ad^^  renter  with  whom  he  had  a  boundary 

dispute  (Sheridan  a* 

X'. 

Between  1914  a|fd  19i7  several  petroleum  companies  attempted  to  drill  for  oil 
and  gas,  but  the  drilling  bits  were  successively  ruined  by  the  gas  pressure. 
Finally,  Apiociated  Oil  Company  succeeded  in  recovering  approximately 
2,000  barreTl^per  day,  thus  establishing  that  oil  and  gas  could  be  obtained 
with  the  rotary  drill  bit  and  use  of  hematite  and  birite  with  mud  fluid 
(Sheridan  1926). 


Perhaps  the  greatest  contribution  to  the  growth  and  economy  of  Ventura  was 
the  U.S.  Naval  Construction  Battalion,  located  at  the  harbor,  and  the  U.S. 
Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  established  at  Point  Mugu  In  1946  (Robinson 
1956;  Sheridan  1926). 
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SAN  BERNARDINO 


Prehistorically,  portions  of  the  San  Bernardino  area  were  Inhabited  by  the 
Serrano  Indians  who  spoke  a  Takic  language  that  belonged  to  the  greater 
Uto-Aztecan  family  (Bean  and  Smith  1978).  Gerald  Smith  of  the  San  Bernardino 
County  Museum  Association  said  that  Jesusa  Manuel,  a  Serrano,  was  Interviewed 
In  the  1930s,  and  she  related  that  many  of  her  relatives  moved  to  Harlem 
Springs  (located  one  mile  north  of  the  Norton  Air  Force  Bitse)  during  the  mid¬ 
nineteenth  century.  The  move  was  prompted  by  the  Mormon  ^cupation  of  San 
Bernardino  which  occurred  In  1B51.  There  Is  no  rec^^ed  archaeological  site, 
however.  In  the  Harlem  Springs  area. 


Similarly,  Victory  Village,  established  durin^Ntorld  iNf  II  and  located  near 
the  north  entrance  to  the  Norton  Air  Force  Bas^  ii  t«ported  to  have  been  an 
archaeological  site  because  surface  handsales  ^  millingstones  were  observed 
during  the  1940s  (personal  conmunicatlbn  Kereld  Imith).  This  site,  however, 
has  not  been  officially  recorded,  npir  haH  the  artifacts  been  relocated. 

•iip- ■  •• 

Spanish  influence  on  the  Serrailo  wair$Tt||ht  until  an  asistencia  to  the  San 
Gabriel  Mission  was  construc|td  pear  Jiedlands  In  1619  (Bean  and  Smith  1978). 
The  site  for  the  asistencia  had:Jl»e6i!i  selected  in  1910  by  the  Franciscan  mis- 
Sionary,  Father  Dumetz.^l  It  was this  time  that  San  Bernardino  received  its 
name  (Stoebe  1974)  .^he1&r4^cn  establishment  of  the  mission  San  Gabriel  was 
abandoned  in  1834 of  Indians  raided  the  asistencia  (Bancroft 
1886-1890  Vol .  J«ir^«- 


The  San  6ibTleT‘||ission’s  asistencia  was  part  of  the  Agua  Caliente  Rancho, 
granted^  A^ni^Lugo  and  his  sons  in  1B42  (Bancroft  1B86-1B90  Vol.  IV). 
The  Harl^<4^rings  area  was  Included  in  the  Agua  Caliente  Rancho,  so  named 
because  of  ^  many  hot  springs  within  the  rancho's  boundaries.  Nine  years 
after  the  Lugo  family  was  granted  the  Rancho  they  sold  it  to  Mormon  settlers 
(Bancroft  1886-1890  Vol.  IV). 


In  1851,  and  upon  the  suggestion  of  Brigham  Young,  a  colony  of  Mormons  from 
Utah  came  to  the  Cajon  CarTon,  now  known  as  City  Creek,  for  the  purposes  of 
cultivating  San  Bernardino's  rich  soil  and  establishing  a  satellite  settlement 
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(Ingersoll  1904).  By  1B53,  the  townsite  for  the  future  city  of  San  Bernardino 
was  laid  out  In  “Babylonian  style— a  miniature  of  Salt  Lake  City"  (Ingersoll 
1904:142).  The  town  was  one  square  mile  with  eight  acre  blocks,  and  streets 
that  ran  at  right  angles,  each  bordered  by  an  Irrigation  ditch.  All  of  the 
streets  were  given  Mormon  appellations  (Ingersoll  1904). 

By  April  13,  1854,  a  special  act  was  passed  by  the  legislature  incorporating 
the  city  of  San  Bernardino.  Shortly  after  the  city's  incorporation  another 
act  was  passed  authorizing  appropriation  of  the  water  of  ^  Twin  Creeks 
for  the  city's  municipal  and  domestic  use.  Several  y^rs  later,  the  Twin 
Creeks  irrigation  ditches  were  abandoned  because  thty  were  inefficient 
(Ingersoll  1904).  “C  - 


The  Mormons'  control  over  the  city  of  San  Bernaicdinb  lasted  only  four  years. 


Conflict  between  the  U.S.  Military  and  Motii^n  population  in  Utah  forced  Brigham 
Young  to  recall  all  of  the  settlers  to^.4ttah«  Young  had  heard  that  U.S.  troops 
were  on  their  way  to  Salt  Lake  City  (Ingersoll  1904;  Stoebe  1974).  Even  though 
a  few  of  the  colonists  remained  in-^heir  Jiewty  founded  city,  with  the  majority 
of  the  population  absent,  the  flnan^al  burden  was  too  great;  and  the  city 
was  soon  disincorporated  (Elliot  1965;  Stoebe  1974).  San  Bernardino  reincor¬ 
porated,  however,  in  1868,  and  i  cltj^  charter  was  approved  in  1904  (Anonymous 


n.d.).  Following  the 


exodili  from  San  Bernardino,  the  city  became 


known  as  a  drinking  qiid  gambliruf  town  "and  a  period  of  unrest  in  city  govern¬ 
ment  followed"  (StQiibe  li04;^61. 


When  gold  was^und  tn  tiie  Bear  and  Holcomb  valleys,  in  1860,  thousands  of 
miners  traveled  throu^’  the  city  of  San  Bernardino  in  search  of  their  fortune. 
The  gold^^shjjboosttd  the  population  of  the  town  of  Belleville  in  Holcomb 
Valley  to’'J^000.  Because  of  the  competition  from  Belleville,  the  city  of 
San  Bernardin'b.marrowly  won  the  County  Seat— a  one  vote  decision  (Stoebe  1974). 


In  1875,  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  was  established  in  Colton,  approximately 
six  miles  southwest  of  San  Bernardino,  and  ten  years  later  the  Santa  Fe  Rail¬ 
road  line  arrived  in  San  Bernardino  (Elliott  1965;  Ingersoll  1904;  Stoebe  1974). 
Consequently,  between  1885  and  1890  the  city's  growth  was  especially  notice¬ 
able  because  of  what  Charles  Lummis  called  the  Pullman  Conquest  (Ingersoll  1904) 
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Since  one  of  the  major  reasons  for  establishing  the  railroad  line  through 
San  Bernardino  was  the  orange  crop  industry,  the  Southern  Pacific  and  the 
Santa  Fe  lines  vied  for  the  business.  Hence,  rates  were  drastically  lowered. 
Many  of  the  people  who  took  advantage  of  the  lowered  fares  came  to  San  Bernardino 
and  decided  to  stay,  for  they  viewed  California  as  the  land  of  opportunity 
(Ingersoll  1904). 


The  first  attempt  at  developing  electricity  came  in  1888,  ^t  failed  because 
the  power  was  insufficient.  By  the  late  1890s »  however,  isin  Bernardino 
maintained  a  working  electrical  plant  (Elliott  1965;_^toebe  1|74).  Along  with 
electricity,  San  Bernardino  supported  a  400  room  hsiel  had  a  Ladies  Only 
entrance  and  an  elevator,  a  stone  courthouse,  and  a'^i^rge  Seth  Thomas  clock 
located  in  the  tower  of  the  courthouse  (Stoebe^974)*  ^^his  same  clock  is 
now  striking  the  hours  at  the  entrance  to  tHe  Cel^rfl  City  Mall.) 


Although  the  city  of  San  Bernardino  war-i^rowing  fn  the  late  1890s,  it  remained 
a  town  "where  it  was  customary  to  shoot  first  and  ask  questions  later"  (Stoebe 
1974:48).  The  city  also  experienced  its  share  of  prostitution:  according 
to  the  old  timers  the  red  light district  was  notorious  throughout  the  state 

-S* 

of  California  (Stoebe  1974).  ^pen, prostitution  continued  until  the  beginning 
of  World  War  II  when  the  War  Department  threatened  that  no  military  installa- 
tion  would  be  constructeli  „1n  a  city  that  allowed  prostitution  (Stoebe  1974). 


With  the  abandonmerit.^f  theyfied  light  district,  the  United  States  Army  selected 
San  Bernardino  a#  the  location  for  maintenance  and  supply  depots.  Hence,  two 
depots  were  ntabllshad  within  the  city  limits:  San  Bernardino  Air  Depot 
and  Campo^b*.  Thi|^former  is  now  the  Norton  Air  Force  Base  and  the  latter 


was  abandoned  In  1946  (Hixson  1982).  The  San  Bernardino  Air  Depot  was  changed 
to  the  NortW^Air  Force  Base  in  honor  of  a  San  Bernardino  youth,  Leland  Francis 
Norton,  who  was"  killed  in  the  war  (Stoebe  1974). 


Today,  San  Bernardino  has  become  a  major  commercial  center,  partly  because  of 
the  establishment  of  the  San  Bernardino  Air  Depot  which  created  many  new  jobs 
(Hixson  1982). 
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RESOURCES  ELIGIBLE  FOR  THE  NATIONAL  REGISTER  OF  HISTORIC  PLACES 


There  are  no  known  archaeological  and  historical  resources  within  the  subject 
properties  of  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  #42,  Naval  Air  Station  Point  Mugu,  and 
Norton  Air  Force  Base.  No  resources  were  located  which  would  be  eligible  for 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 


MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Since  no  cultural  remains  are  known  to  be  located  within  the  subject  properties 

^  ■  •••= 

of  the  Palmdale  Air  Force  Plant  142,  the  Naval  Alr^tatlDR  Point  Mugu,  and  the 
Norton  Air  Force  Base  (Figures  2,  4,  and  6),  no  ard^||^1ogTt;al  testing  or 
excavation  Is  required  at  this  time.  However ^i|«cause'%^  the  historic  struc¬ 
tures  once  located  In  close  proximity  to  tte  Na’iipl,A1r  Station  Point  Mugu  and 
the  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  and  the  extent  wl^lswlc  activity  In  the  Palmdale 
Air  Force  Plant  #42  area,  an  archaeolo^St" liquid  be  required  to  monitor  grad¬ 
ing  In  the  event  that  an  historic  trIsIt  daai|^  or  other  associated  historic 
materials  are  located. 


Furthermore,  there  is  a  poteeftial.  tor  subsurface  prehistoric  cultural  remains 
at  the  Naval  Air  Station  Point  property  because  of  the  extent  of  Chumash 
activity  In  the  surrounding  area^ience,  an  archaeologist  should  monitor 
grading  for  prehistoric,  aV'<4^r as  historic  resources. 


1.  A  qualified  jH'chaeologlft  should  be  present  at  the  pre-grade  meeting 


and  shoulc^on 


grading  activltes. 


2.  The  <^ha^og!lt  would  be  empowered  to  temporarily  divert,  redirect, 
or  halihsradlng  In  order  to  adequately  recover  cultural  materials 
which  mayw  encountered  during  the  grading  process. 
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or  CAuroMiA^iMi  msoukis  aoincy 


4CE  OF  H^TORIC  PRESERVATION 

UtTMENT  OF  FARKS  AND  RECItCATION 
omci  lOX  3M0 
MMNTO.  CAUPOtHU  tMII 
l)44fr>«006 


OeOAGE  06UKMEJIAN.  Cmmar 


REPLYTO:  September  28,  1094 


P'Nancy  A.  Whitney-Desautels ,  President 
Scientific  Resource  Surveys,  Inc. 

5232  Bolsa  Avenue,  Suite  5 
Huntington  Beach,  CA  92647 


Dear  Ms.  Whi  tney-Desautels  :  . 

On  September  20  we  received  your  letter  and  ^i^^or^ -concerning 
the  results  of  cultural  resources  surveys  coi^BC&^ff  -in  connection 
with  the  Van  Nuys  Air  National  Guard  Base  reloci^ion 'project . 


He  have  reviewed  the  material  submitted-  an^c^cur  in  your 
findings  and  conclusions.  M-- 


If  you  have  any  questions,  please  coll  *45-6006  and  ask  to 

speak  to  Hans  Kreutzberg  of  our  stplf^.  * 


Sincerely , 


la,. 

H,. 


Marion  Mitchell-Wilson 

Deputy  State  Historic  Pr eservoi^ion 

Officer  ju,. 


M  FrL,Au«.3,1M4 


Tli«  Vwitura  County  (ColM.) 


NOTICE  OF  PUBUC  SCOPING  MEETING 

VAN  NUVS  Alt  NKnONAL  OUAna  MOPOSSD  MLOCAT10N  ^ 

Om  to  (kytiul  tto  aMritlMMl  CMi«tr«liits  M  to*  Va*  Man  Alivart. 

Tactical  Airlift  Hfa^,  Air  Matlaaat  fiMarv,  it  arvaatlaf  to  ralaeato  itt  f|iif.li> 
tiaa  aad  aaaratiaat  to  aaa  af  tAraa  attoraatlaa  titoa.  Sitoa  aaAar  cMtAa^lHaa 
laeluAa  Maoal  Air  Jtatiaa.  falat  Na«a  (Vaatara  Caaaty).  lartaa  Aliiln^iilAaa 
(Saa  laraarviaa)  aaA  Air  farca  flaat  4Z  (falaaala). 


vaMNUva 

MAaoAT 


At  aart  af  tan  ralaeatiaa  ailKy  an  Cnvilnaaanatal  laaaet  Stataaaat  aill  an 
ffiaaraa.  Thiy  dacuaant  aitllnnnly  «^;alNi;  praritiaat  af  tha  Natiaaal  {n<riraa> 
aaatal  falley  Act  (NCfA)  i||il  tAa  thtiftNito  Ea«iraaaantal  Oaallty  Act  (CCOA). 
Tlia  Air  NatiaaaV  fiaara  aatt  atta  _caatidar  tha  Aa^aathiaf  altai^atira  af 
raaamiaa  at.UMir  praaaat  laea|^  atnfha  fan  Nape  Alraart 

AU  WTEAESTU)  Cm^  AK  INVITO  10  ATTOO  AND  toOVIOE  NOLIC  IMT  TO  ASSIST 


THI  STUOY  TEAM  itflOENTIFTIIW  CONI 
aviKWHENTAL  qOCUNnti  fiOllfclaMia^ 

lacatiaaa:  -  ■Hti. 

Au^  iiimii 

F^tor  Mga  uEiil  Cafataaia 

^  ansa 

OBOATa  inUST  14,  1|M 
Sbo  TO  Itoo  A.H. 

V,-  '^■'•dfiiSA^aia  NIVA  Scliaal.  k  E 
I  £.  Sa1P4aniaraiaa.  CA. 


1/  ' 


COnCEMS  TO  OE  APMESSED  IN  TNE  MAFT 
Miaf  Naatiaft  alii  aa  told  at  tta  fallaaiaf 


MlADAU-tAHCASTD  AKA 
KDKSOAT.  AiauST  II.  IMA 
TtOO  TO  »s00  F.n. 

■aitau  af  CaltoAaa  Hall 
W  d.  A»aaaa  N 
Ijacaatar.  CA. 

HOTS  AKA 

1MUKMT.AU0USTll.1fM 
TiOO  TO  IsOO  F.H. 
iMada  toana’a  ClaU 
TI01  Lindlay  Aaaaaa 
Maada.  CAL 


ir  aara  lafaraatlan  caatactiNaatar  Saraaaat  lllap  llaca.  AaalaUat  Fabllc 
ifairi  Officar.  Idlto  Tactical  Airlift  Hlaa,  Air  latiaaal  faard.  HIO  falNaa 
Cat  Aaaalaa.  OL  MAOt,  FAaaai  OH)  W-fMO.  wtaatiaa  3M. 


Qif  Wcdn  Au0.  t.  1M4  ThaVwitwra  County  (Calif.)  Star* Fra*  ArcM 


VAN  NUVS  AM  NATIONAL  OUAMO.  PnOAOSB  ne.OCATIQN 
Dm  t*  NurtlMl  tiN  aMritlMl  cwttraiiitt  at  tfc*  Vm  Onn  Alr^art. 

Tactieil  Airlift  Hfn^a  Air  Aatiaatl  Smta.  Is  stssmids  U  rsIsMU  its  fSlfi’ 
tits  mA  sSArstlMs  M  AM  tf  tArsa  altaraatlva  alias.  Sltss  aaAar  SMAlAai^aa 
faelaAa  Aa«al  Air  Statlaa,  fsMt  Nata  (Vaatars  Caaaty).  Aartaa  At^Rvaa  lata 
(San  lamarAlaa)  anA  Air  fArca  flant  At  (AalaAala). 


NOTICE  OF  PUBUC  SCOPING  MEETING 


As  sart  af  tais  ralacatisA'StAAy  an  C'lWIronAaatal  laaaet  Statsaant  aill  ka 
sraaaraa.  Tins  Aacusant  atfj  Aliafly’ AAtli::|Nl  sronsians  of  tAa  Aatisnal  Cnoiroff 
aortal  foliey  Act  (NCfAVAMAitAOi'ltallFatAti  Er«ironaorta1  Ooallty  Act  (CEOA). 
TAo  Air  Aatlaral  fiaaro  wkat  t^ta  AantiAor  tAo  Ao^otAloa  a1tamatl«a  af 
roBoiniai  at  .tAoir  srotant  lossillsa  atuAAa  Van  toys  Alraart. 

Au  imKSTU)  cimos  m  tmiTfbvfD  attdid  m  novioc  rmic  nvur  to  torn. 

ms  STWr  .AAa«»*iilS-*iaaaasn»taa  aaaaoa<.a- ra-aa  ■aaaoaato  in 
aviKMHeNTAL  IiaciWfNT,  fiik^lpScsaioA  HaotiiNt  mil  ka  AalA  at  tko  follamat 
lacatlans! 


■'  1Wyt,AKii^ . , 

Ar.  NHOTT  ll^ifMA 

TOIlOO  fj 


Mt, 

frApNAkf  MH^ijpool  Cafotaria 

Mloaliii^'-yalili'  AaaA 


NUAWI-UKASm  AKA 
KDKSMr.  AHUSr  »,  IMA 
TiW  TO  tsOO  r.ii. 

■slyAts  of  Calnssas  Nall 
Ttt  U.  Aranas  N 
laacastar,  CA. 

AM  NUTS  AKA 

inumoat.auousthism 

7i00  TO  flOO  f.M. 

■atsAa  Maan’i  Clak 
TNI  klnslay  Aaanaa 
tssass,  CA. 

ro  infaraatlan  cantaetsMsttar  Sarsaant  lllay  Hack.  Assistant  faklle 
Offlirs  Officer,  lAktA  Tsctiesl  Airlift  Nina.  Air  National  tasra,  MN  Salkaa 
LM  M«alaa.  OL  tIAOA,  fAsaai  (tit)  fll-SMa  aataasian  JM. 


KHOmoin  aka 

AMUST  14.  IMA  . 

7:00  TO  tiOO  f.H. 

Oaraonia  NlfA  ScAaal.  M  C>S 
it  C.  facific  Straat 
SAn  tamardlns.  CA. 


W»dn— day.  Aug.  >.  1M*  •  Tba  ftun 


NOTICE  OF  PUBUC  SCOPING  MEETING 


VM  NUV«  «n  NATOML  AMMO.  PnoraB  Na^OCAWN  #' 

.  W- 

Sm  to  (liyttwl  Hi  toaP«tiM*1  MMttoiau  ««  to*  toy«  A«fWPt.  to* 
TactiMl  Alrim  Mia*.  Mr  totiMt  •tortf  to  (rwMtto  to  tolwtu  m.MitX' 
tiM  (to  Marttlato  to  (to  af  torx  dtortotlto  titn.  S«to(  atoar  laaifiatoWto 
laclato  *a«al  *4r  Sutiaa,  Pam  Pafa  (Vaatar*  Caaatf),  lartaa  Air  tgato  lata  ' 
(Sto  laraatotoa)  (to  Air  Patoa  Plaat  4}  (Palatota).  /T 


At  tart  af  Adt  rataaatiaa  ttal^  aa  t«rl«wM*attf  raaact  Stataaaat  aiU  ta 
itoattoo.  1>i(  aaauaafit  nil  (to*lFva>to  tot  im«>(iam  of  tto  totiaaal  tatiraa* 
aaatd  NHcy  Act  (tCAA)  ato'llt  C(t(4iiraia'Cattir*aaa(t(l  Oaality  Act  (CtOA). 
Tlia  Air  Aatiaatl  Swart  aatt'Alto  eaatftar  t*a  aaxataiat  altoraatiw*  of 
rtanaia*  (t  ttoir  tratant  Tautiatuat  AM  lari'  Atraarb 

Au  tprncrriB  cmzod  ak  mvrns  'v'knkw  mo  mtm  mljc  imit  tv  assist 
THt  STUOt  TIAH  tl  litVTirTIM  CVVCttVS  TO  K  AOOItSStO  II  TII  OtAPT 
avilOtNEITAL  OOCUMPt  Ptolto  StgMto  toatia«i  nil  to  wit  at  toa  tollaam 
laaatlaaa:  .f 

POiPT  jiai  mu  pAUVAU-UKAsrh  aka 

lomi^  iMKdT^.rx  im  •  ksksoat.  nkbt  h.  law 

TiOO  ta  OlfiO  P.1.  /\V  TiOO  TO  *|00  P.A. 

JtoutoM:  Sawn  .Ofatana  laitatt  af  Calwtat  Nall 

Tt  tanar  .itoi  Tto  h.  A«*aaa  n 

11*.  0I>  Ijaaaitar.  CA. 

liiiiie.MKA  VANNUnAIKA 

T.  AliKT  14.  ION  IMtoOOAY.  AUOUOT  It.  Ifia 

0  »<00  A.N,  TiOO  TO  fi«  PiN. 

f  Saa  <tl*Vt,"ia  Nito  Sctoal.  to  f-S  tottot  taaaa'i  Clat 

'#'22n  ^  Pacific  Straat  THI  Litolay  Aaaaaa 

^  Saw  toraarttw.  CA.  toaata.  CA. 

'far  aara  lafaraailaa  car  tact:  Naa  tar  Sarfaawt  lllay  llacA.  Aaintaat  Salic 
Affair*  Off Icar.  lAttA  Tactical  Airlift  tia*.  Air  latlawl  Saar*.  BB  lalpaa 


|toA.*,la.. 


DC  OIAOA. 


Saraaaat  lllay  Had.  Aaiiiuat  SpHc 
ft  tia*.  Air  latlawl  Saar*.  BB  lallaa 
(110)  ni-HOO.  aatamiM  BO. 


mt  R  hi  tN  DESERT  MAILER 


LWpamlSlEpag*  ISRMgt  18 


NOTICE  OF 

PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING 

PM  mn  «t  MTWUl  GiMB.  PMPOSU  KLOUTIM 

w  pnfSKjf  910  opofOtiOnMf  cOrouvnis  X  Tnc  fin 
Nun  Mrport.  m  l46tB  TxtkJi  Mtm  wing.  Mr  iMonjl 
Cun.  Upnpodng  ID  rMoutt  us  TidnB  M  optnuons 
to  OM  •!  aim  Mtmativt  am.  SHr  under  cm 
Odntion  Mode  iu«»  Mr  s«ton.  Pom  Mugu  ivifltMi 
CountTi,  Norton  Mr  Pone  Bsc  (San  Bemardlnoi  aid  Mr  i 
Pone  Plant  02  (Pamdaet. 


MoanotoiNreioatmstiidf  iiina^ni^ 

SCitement  aa  Be  pnoaed  im  dotyrnem  cowyt 


ww  {w  ixwKCli  ■«»> r-w-n.-.  —7  "  -r:- 

altn  tfie  proeWOni  ol  me  national  moronmenta  Podcr 
net  iNEPOi  and  m*  tioitwiiiaiwirwvnema  Ouaott  oo 
iCEOM.  Tiie  Mr  Nattona  toart  most  ate  cenodermedo; 
netmno  atematiw  of  illianinB  at  Oieir  prewit 
letaaeii:|ltaie  van  Niin.|lrpOit. 

ott'lmi^fiinTEii  BmTED  to  attind  and 

liWlOEPUBUCMPWTOASSWTIRSTUirrTIABBI 

Ientwik  cowems  to  be  AOOBESSO  M  IMI  DHin 

■MHONMENTAiWCUaENT 

^  TdQiKifiaifTinqT  WBrrtiff  - 
X  OiefoBoMigieutiom: 

iilMiiiiAioa  paMOite-taKanarAm 

■«adBT,AO|.1S.1SI0  MMliaT.AaB.1l.1SB0 

7«toi«p.(n  yaototoo  _ 

Frontier  N.S.  cafeteria  BMonBofCaiiimBialiai 

ifkasaitvaoeTioad  mmirnM 

'camarao.CA  ■  tancaster.CA 


ftOBarurdlMAfn  son  Bari  Area 

iBartai.Aoo.  10,1000 

y«to*;00p,m,  y«toi«pm 

SanGorBenion.i..flni.E-S  Bcicda  women  t  CM 
2201  E.Padfic  street  TloiundWi  Avenue 

Sai  Bernardino,  CA  Imda.CA 


ttwR  hi  flu  KSEhT  WULER 


NOTICE  OF 

PUBLIC  SCOPING  MEETING 

ftt  m  M  MTNIM  Mttt.  mMm  mKMM 

M  ts  piiv«  M  opntionii  cM«r«Rtt  at  M 
Mim  MrpMt.  the  laitti  Tactkai  Mrtm  wing,  Mr  iiitM 
Guara,  k  proposal  tg  rftott  ns  fadRiR  and  tectafloK 
to  pna  or  om  antmatiw  dm.  skb  mdir  m 
ddntm  iriMt  Naval  Mr  statm.  Pom  Mugu  (VMtiir 
Countfi.  Norton  Mr  pono  ia»  isao  Mnaianoi  am 
PorTfPiaiK«2iPaandaici. 


as  part  or  tm  rimaam  iwN  an  tinoonnwitai  inmt 
Statement  if  pii  wtlparm. JM  Pocumtnt  «0l  tompOr 
mn  aw  prMiim  oTim  Nationsi  Envlrontnon^ 
act  (NEPai  and  it  tam^  invi^^  Quaotv  an 

itsoa)  tiw  an  NatiOilM  Suard  must  also  consider  aie  do- 


noMop  altctnaave 
|jKilipn.a|.tfiivan| 


ptmamng 

ttport 


jti  NncK  aiins  aic  mmis  to  amtiD  m 

PflOHK  PtfMK  MPUT  TO  a»ST  TME  STUOT  TUBI M 

jCONatNs  TO  K  aoootsscD  M  TNE  oun 
irai  DOCUMENT.  Paodc  scoping  Meetings  «M 

vie  TOIKnnny  VviMOffSc 

miifiaiaafao  PolMdalt'Uacattiraiea 
iJMilav,ao|.il.lpM  «0dnesdaT,aag.il.lMd 


‘wBO  to  1:00  p.m. 
FronmH.s.carettria 
Pleasant  vaoer  load 
carnamo.ca 

SNPemrdlMaiio 

fieidav,aoo.io,iiM 

7.-00  to  1.00  o.m. 


fAOtOPrOO 

MgntsorcoNimposNai 
mw  a«t.M 
lancastcr.ca 
laoNonim 
llwidat.aao.io,iioo 
7A>  to  1:00  p.m. 


SanCorgonieN.s.lin.E-S  itseda  womens  Club 
22001.  Pacific  Street  7001  iMdev  avenue 

sanatmardoio.ca  loscda.ca 


*ni»tomRr.i«tniiinuinnm<i|.a»«amic««v  kmi 

IM.IMMtWl  Ut140t.VMM  Ultiltime  imnMlNO 


SKIRTS  WcdiMMai.  Ahumi  •,  lM4/0AiLV  MW* 


NOTICE  OF  PUBUC  SCOPING  MEETING 

VAN  NUYS  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD.  RROROSED  RELdMpLTfON 

Owe  to  pftyucai  and  opefaiionai  conttramu  at  me  Van  Muys  Awpert.  m^:  tHm  Titfetl 
Airtffi  Wmg.  Air  National  Guard,  a  proposing  to  relocate  its.  facilities  BPdtptions  to 

one  of  tnrcc  aaematnre  sites  tecs  under  consideration  msiae  Navaiilir  Stat^.  Jamt 
Mugu  (Ventura  County).  Norton  Air  Force  tase  (San  •emardme)  aM  Air 
(fawidaiei 


As  fan  of  tnis  rei^ikion  study  an  Cr^onmentai  impact  Statement  ot 
prepared  This  docyaMhi  witn  the  provisions  of  the  National 

Erwirorw»iernai,IIC)(iCy  At*  jNEP^'i^  the  Canforma  Environmental  Quality  Act 
jCEOA)  The^  AatioiliKiCiiiiaf.i;inust  also  consider  the  do-nothmg  aitemative  of 
remammg  at'llNfir  p|||sentTiiltion  at  the  van  Nuys  Airpon. 

AU  INTC«|jSTEOCir«£NS  AiE  INVITED  TO  ATTEND  AND  fftOVIDE  fUtLIC 

INPUT  Tdit^sf  THE  team  in  identifying  concerns  to  be 

AOOIIEJSEO  ^IHE  OffAFT  ENVlRONMENTAt  DOCUMENT  Puoiic  Scopmg 
Meetpgs  yedi  orfpd  it  the  foaewmg  locations 


JPlNlplUGUWREA 
'liaNOAT,  Mia.  I  s.  IM4 

JlO  to  R  00  P  M 
lirorttiilr  Hign  School  Cafe 
l^saw^  ltd  .  Camarmo 
Mn  BERNARDINO 

tUESOAT.  AUC.  14.  I9B4 
K  .  7*X)  to  4  00  P  M 

Gorgonio.  M  s..  tm.  1-5-  . 
JiM  £  Pacific  St..  San  iemardmo 


RALMDALE-LANCASTER  AREA 
WKONtSOAr.  AUG.  fi.  IM4  .  . 

7  00to400PM  r. 

Knigms  Of  Commous  Haii 
729  w  Ave  M.  larKasier 
VAN  NUYS  AREA 

THUirSOAr.  AUG.  IP.  IBB4 
700  to  9  00  PM 
Reseda  women  s  Club 


2199  E  Pacific  St..  San  iemardmo  7901  Unoiey  Ave  .  Reseda 
For  more  information  contact  Master  Sergeant  Raey  Buck.  Assistant  PubK  Aftaur 
Officer,  lapin  Tactiai  Airiift  Wmg.  Air  Naciorw  Guard.  BOX)  Ba«oa  BNd..  LOS- 
Angeles.  CA  9 1904  Phone  |B<8l  7Bl-$9BO.  exiention  366 


UL  Uf*,  Dally  Nawa— Aufluat  3, 1984 


NOTICE  OF  PUBUC  SCOPING  MEETING 

VAN  NUYS  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD.  RROROSEO  RELOCATION 
Due  to  pftyiica  aM  apcntiona  comiraina  at  fltt  van  Nuys  Aiipon.  dtt  t4i||l||SilBa 
AniA  WVig.  Air  National  Guard,  a  prapottng  to  fftocan  Ks  fkilMn  and  apiiitien|.ib 
one  It  three  aRematiwe  tiiei.  SKei  under  eonuderaMn  mudc  Nava  Aa  Swaon.  Pqii  f 
iMugulVenon  County!.  Norton  Aa  Force  toie  (San  Itmardinei  and  AaNmflMt  *2 " 
(Faendaitl.  ^ 


At  Fart  or  tm  relocaitinatudy  an  Enva brirnema  Impaa  Siatcment  wa  be 
prepared.  Tbrs  documeAiiMii  cornpry  liin  tne  provnwnt  at  me  Natiorta 
Errvtronmenta  Fqiliv  Aa  |Wipf A]  anffme  Caifoma  Environmcma  Ouaity  Aa 
(CEOA|.  The  Ai  Natioria  Guin  oidi  a*o  consider  me  oo-noming  atcmaave  at 
rewairvng  at  fliefr  preajnt  locadidi  at  me  Van  Nuya  Airport. 

AU.  INTERESittP  CnIiZNS  ^  INVITED  TO  ATTEND  AND  FffOVIDE  FUlUC 
INFUT  TO  ASSiElpIC  STUflftEAM  IN  IDENTIFYING  CONCEITNS  TO  K 
AODeCSSED  IN  t»9f1>tiMir  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT.  Fianc  ScopM 
Meetaigi  rietdit:lht  fOaowing  locaoena; 

MiidiU  PALMOALC-LANCASTER  AREA 

RooiieiAV;  AUG.m  im  Wednesday,  auo.  ii.  iw« 

iip!aOtd:M»F.M.  7fi0te9D0F.M. 

PfNilberFlihlcnoalCaFe  '  KngntsorCekarttuiNai 

Fle|imivV)fd..Camanio  T2yw.A«e.M.Uncaitcr 

SM  BERNARDINO  VAN  NUYS  AREA 

,fUESDAT,  AM.  14,  lEM  TMUESDAY.  AM  IRv  tEE4 

iMlOcoYDOF.M.  7«0to9D0PJM. 

.  SaaGorgonn.  H.S..Dn.E>S  ■  Dneoa  Womcn’i  Gk* 
22l4E.FacMcSL.SangcmaranQ  .7401  UndkyAve.EeMda 
Foudore  Momiation  contact  Maser  Sergeant  Uty  ■act.  Aaasard  AAdc  ARMS 
onpa.  lIMn^aCtia  Aigifl.WlML^  Naoorta  Guard.  VW  laboa  IMo..  LOB 
AngaeK  CA  41004.  Fhm  (tT8r7fr-54BO.'e*wrwon  3M. . -  .*  *.  1 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

NCAOOUARTIM  I^STH  TACTICAI.  AIRLirr  WING  (ANGI 
VAN  NUVt.  CALIFORNIA  •14M 


Imck.' 


|WAII 


■YTO 
ATTN  OF. 


DPC  (MSgt  Black) 


23  July  1984 


Notice  of  Preparation 


TO: 


California  State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  93814 


1.  Project  Title 


146th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing,  Air  National  Guard, 
EIR/EIS. 


2.  Summary 


n'^T4^ys,  Base  Relocation 


The  Military  Department  at  the  State  Qf  California  will  be  the  lead  Agency  and 
will  prepare  a  combined  Environmental!  Impact  Report  (EIR)  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  project  descfiObe'd  below.  The  EIR/EIS  will  be  prepared 
in  compliance  with  both  the  Califoniia  Envkofinnental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Acf  lNEP^*  . 

■’■••’•.si--. .. 

Please  list  applicable  permit  anif  -^unvironmental  review  requirements  of  your 
agency  and  the  scope  and  content  dt®the  environmental  information  which  is 
germane  to  your  aSgencyli  -jstatutc^  responsibilities  in  connection  with  the 
proposed  project.  / 


Prc^t 


Description  of  the 

The  146th  TacticafAltlift ’Wbig,  Air  National  Guard  is  currently  based  at  the  Van 
Nuys  Airport,  ^urrmt  |^ditions  at  this  general  aviation  airport,  including 
considerations  su<^  fts  safety,  security,  and  limited  Air  National  guard  expansion 
potential,  dk^ate  that  the  Air  National  Guard  relocate  to  an  alternative  site 
within  its  si^thejln  California  recruiting  area. 


The  Air  Nationiyi  Guard  is  thus  proposing  relocation  of  its  facilities  and  operations 
to  one  of  three  iUlternative  sites.  These  sites  include.  Naval  Air  Station,  Point 
Mugu  (Ventura  County),  Norton  Air  Force  Base  (San  Bernardino),  and  Air  Force 
Plant  42  (Palmdale).  In  addition,  under  environmental  regulations,  the  Air 
National  Guard  must  also  consider  the  do>nothing  alternative  of  remaining  at  its 
existing  locaiton  at  the  Van  Nuys  Airport. 
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To  relocate,  the  Air  National  Guard  wiU  require  200-250  acres  of  land.  This 
requirement  must  be  met  either  within  or  directly  adjacent  to  the  alternative 
sites  identified  above.  On  this  acreage,  the  Air  National  Guard  would  construct 
various  maintenance,  storage,  training  and  other  support  facilities  totaling 
approximately  330,000  square  feet,  as  well  as  construction  of  associated  taxiways, 
and  aircraft  parking  aprons.  The  i46th  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  is  currently  assigned 
sixteen  (16)  C-130E  turbo-prop  aircraft  .  These  aircraft  would  be  based  at  the 
new  site.  No  replacement  aircraft  are  currently  programmed  for  tfie  146  Tactical 
Airlift  Wing.  % 

% 

With  respect  to  operations,  the  Air  National  Guard  project  M  maximum  worst 
base  frequency  of  74  daily  aircraft  operations  (37  complete  ^cuits)«  At  two  of 
the  site  locations  under  consideration  for  base  relocatiof}  (Ab*  Force  Plant  #42, 
Palmdale,  and  the  Naval  Air  Station  at  Point  Mugu)  the  146th  Tactical  Airlift 
Wing  already  conducts  flight  training  activities,  and  base  felocation  would  not 
significantly  increased  present  flight  operations,  ^urs  of  operation  would  be 
from  8:00  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.  Aside  from  a  staff  of  300  day^tO'day  employees,  the 
bulk  of  the  146  Tactical  Airlift  Wing  personnel  (approximately  1,500  persons) 
would  be  active  at  the  new  site  one  weekend  eac^month* 


Probable  Enivironmental  Effects  4  " 

Environmental  effects  will  vary  with  each  alternative  site  location.  In  general, 
environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project  may  include  the  following: 
perceived  noise  and  visual  intrusion,  impacts  to  growth  and  development  under 
flight  patterns,  impacts  on  adjacent  land  uses,  pre-emption  of  planned  and 
proposed  land  use,  Impacts  on  other  general  aviation  aircraft,  motor  vehicle 
traffic  impacts  each  month,  impacts  on  biological  resources,  and  impacts  on 
agriculture  (Air  Force  Plant  #42,  Palmdale,  and  Point  Mugu  only).  In  addition  the 
secondary  affects  of  the  Air -National  Guard  relocation  from  the  Van  Nuys  Airport 
in  terms  of  the  re-use  ^and  ^redevelopment  of  the  vacated  base  may  also  be 
considered.  / 


Scoping  Process 

0 .  X"" 

This  Notice  of  ^^epbration  invites  comments  regarding  study  issues  and 
alternatives  from'affected  agencies.  In  addition  to  its  function  under  State  law, 
this  notice  is  Jiotended  to  intiate  the  scoping  process  with  cooperating  federal 
agencies.  Scfslfiing  meeti/^s  to  receive  public  comment  are  scheduled  as  follows: 

Point  Mugu  Area 

Monday,  AugustT5, 1984,  7:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

Frontier  High  School 
Pleasant  Valley  Road 
Camarillo,  California 


Norton  Air  Force  Base  Area 

Tuesday,  August  14, 1984,  7:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

San  Gorgonio  High  School 

2299  E.  Pacific  Street 

San  Bernardino,  California 


DISTRIBIXnON  LIST 


NOTICE  OF  PREPARATION 
STATE  AGENCIES 


Gary  Agid . 

Chief,  Air  Resource  Board 
P.O.  Box  2815 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

California  State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Rick  Aguayo 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
805  West  Avenue  "3" 

Lancaster,  CA  93534 

Robert  P.  Ghirelli 

Executive  Officer  ^ 

California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
107  South  Broadway,  #4027 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012-4596 

3erome  S.  Lukas,  Ph.D 
Coordinator,  Noise  Control  Program 
Department  of  Health  Services 
Berkeley,  CA  94704 

Mark  Mispagel 
Chief,  Department  of  Trai 
Division  of  Aeronautics 
1120  "N"  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  958 


South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management 
District  4 

3.A.  Stuart,  Exeo^ve  Officer 
9150  Flair  Drive  % 

El  Monte,  CA^lTSi 


Coitti^  Flc^  Control 
itcii,  t^f  Engineer 


a  t^iunty  Flood  Control 

b  800  Soiith  Victoria  Avenue 
b^ilpitura,  CA  93009 


Los  Ange 
Sames  L.' 

P.O.  Box  2^18, 
Term^  Annex 
Los /^lelet,  CA  90051 


Dave  Nelson 
Environmental 
Department  of 
Division  of  Aeronadtlcs 
Sacramento,  CA  95m4 


iCtliBin 

rtation 


Bernardino  County  Flood  Control 
■^L.  Ingram,  Deputy  Administrator  of 
Public  Works 
825  East  Third  Street 
San  Bernardino,  CA  92415-0835 

Southern  California  Association  of 
Governments 
Mark  Arpers 

600  S.  Commonwealth  Ave.,  Suite  1000 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90005 

State  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
1416  Ninth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

State  Health  Department 
1600  Ninth  Street,  Room  460 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


Bill  Wasser 

CALTRANS,  District  7 
120  South  Spring  Street 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012 


Director,  CALTRANS,  District  8 
247  West  Third  Street 
San  Bernardino,  CA  92403 
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THE  BELOW  LISTED  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  RECEIVED 
NOTICE  OF  INTENT 

(Federal  Register,  Voi.,  49,  No.  14,  page  2506) 
Friday,  Sanuary  20tii,  1984 


Naval  Air  Station  at  Point  Mugu 
Public  Affairs  Office 
Mr.  Lucasey 
Point  Mugu,  CA  93402 

Public  Affairs  Office 
Jackie  Bunn 
63  MAW /PA, 

Norton  AFB.CA  92409 

U.S.  Air  Force  Plant  #42  at  Palmdale 
Flight  Operations  Officer 
Major  James  West 
Palmdale,  CA  93550 


Herman  Bliss 

Manager,  Airports  Division 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Western  Pacific  Region 

P.O.  Box  92007 

Worldway  Postal  Center 

Los  Angeles,  CA  90009-2007  J 


Rick  Hoffman 

Acting  Chief,  EIS  ReviewJfectiJii 
U.S.  Environmental  Prox^si^n^gSiipy 
215  Fremont  Avenuey^" 

San  Francisco,  CA 

Arnold  Kohnheim 

Chief,  Environmental  aM^Hnergy 

Programs  Division 

Office  of  Economic  Analysis 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board, 

Washington  D.C. 


U.S.  Soil  and  Conservation  Services 
318  Cayuga  Street,  Suite  206 
Salinas,  CA  93901 
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Air  Force  Plan  #42  (Palmdale)  Area 
Wednesday,  August  13, 1984,  7:00  -  9:00  p.m. 
Knights  of  Columbus  Hall 
729  W.  Avenue  M. 

Lancaster,  California 


Van  Nuys  Area 

Thursday,  August  16, 1984,  7:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

Reseda  Women'i  Club 
7901  Llndley  Avenue 
Reseda,  California 

To  participate  in  the  public  scoping  process,  you  may  make.  Jorbal  and/or  written 
statements  at  the  above>listed  public  scoping  meetings,  or  'iphd  jlritK^  comments 
to: 

MSGT  Riley  Black, 

Public  Affairs  Officfj 
146th  Tactical  AirlifT4|fing, 

8030  Balboa  Blv^,  . 

Van  Nuys,  Califon^a  f  1^9 

4- 

€  ^ 

We  will  need  the  name  and  telephone  nuirfbcr  oi  the  appropriate  contact  person  in 


your  agency. 


Due  to  the  time  limit  established  ^  Stale  law^  your  response  must  be  sent  at  the 
earliest  possible  date,  but  not  later  thsp  30  jdays  after  the  receipt  of  this  notice. 


FOR  THE  COMMANDER 


RONALD  A.  DOERR 
Major,  CAANG 
Environmental  C#ardin<ilor 


Atch 

Location  Maps  (4) 


APPeNOixin 

CARPOQi:  BMISSIDNS  SAVINGS 


APPENDIX  VI 


CARPOOL  EMISSIONS  SAVINGS 


ROC:  Carpool 

5  miles  @  35  mph  =  .61  gram/mile  x  5  mi  =  3.05  grams 
1 1  miles  @  50  mph  =  .49  gram/mile  x  5  mi  =  5.39  grams 
3.05  +  5.39  =  R  =  8.44  grams 

Cold  Start  ?  7.93  grams  (morning)  +  7.36  grams  (evening) 
Crankcase  =  0.004  gram/mi  x  16  mi  =  .064  grams 
Soak  =  2.523  grams 
T  =  R  +  Cold  +  Soak  +  Crankcase 
T  (morning)  =  8.44  +  7.93  +  .064  +  2.523  =  18.957  grams 
T  (evening  =  8.44  +  7.36  +  .064  +  2.523  =  18.387  grams 
Total  =  18.957  +  18.387  =  37.344  gr/day/carpool  =  0.0823 

Driving  Alone 

4  miles  @  35  mph  =  .61  gram/mi  x  4  mi  =  2.44 
1 1  miles  @  50  mph  =  .49  gram/mi  x  1 1  mi  =  “ 

2.44  +  5.39  =  7.83  grams  =  R 
Cold  Start  =  7.93  grams  (morning)  +  7.36 
Crankcase  =  0.004  gram/mile  x  15  mi  =  ' 

Soak  =  2.523  grams 
T  (morning)  *  7.83  +  7.93  +  0.06  + 

T  (evening  *  7.83  +  7.36  +  0.06  + 

Total  a  18.343  +  17.773  *  36.116 
=  0.0796  Ib/day/car  alone 


2.4  X  .0796  -  .0823  =  .1087 
.10874  X  260  days  x  8§|^j 
NOx:  Carpool 


5  miles  (3  35 
11  miles 
R  =  7.75  +, 
Cold  Stai 
T  =  2  (R+ 

Driving  Alone 


rams 
Irams 


I  (saved) 


tr 

tion4'2000  #/ton  =  12.44  tons/yr/position 


/mile  X  5  mi  =  7.75  grams 
ram/mile  x  11  mi  =  18.92  grams 

grams  (morning  or  evening) 

28.79  a  57.58  grams  a  0.12694  Ib/day /car pool 


4  miles  @  35  mph  a  1.55  gram/mile  x  4  mi  *  6.20  grams 
11  miles  @  50  mph  =  1.72  gram/mile  x  11  mi  a  18.92  grams 
Cold  Start  a  2.12  grams  (morning  or  evening) 

T  a  2  (R+S)  a  2  X  27.24  a  54.48  grams  a  0.12011  Ib/day/car  alone 

2.4  X  0.1201 1  -  0.12694  a  0.161324  Ib/day/carpool 

0.161324  X  260  days/yr  x  880  carpools/position  2000  #/ton  a  18.46  tons/yr/position 
funded 


